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THE CAMPAIGNS OF SARGON II OF ASSUR: 
A CHRONOLOGICAL-HISTORICAL STUDY 


(CONCLUSION) 


Hayim TApMoR 


The Hebrew University 


Jerusalem, Israel 


III. The Campaigns to Philistia and to the 
Egyptian Border 
l 
Four years after the turbulent events of 720, 
the Assyrian army had returned to Southern 
Military activities in the area of Wadi 
el-‘Arish in Sinai, not mentioned in the Khorsabad 


Palestine. 


Annals, are known from a prism fragment VA 
8424 (Assur 16582) published by E. Weidner in 


1941.1" 
account of the prism have survived; there is no 


Only the last eleven lines of the original 


doubt, however, that this expedition to Sinai was 
dated to the 5th pala (= 716), since it was 
followed by the wars dated in the fragment to 
the 6th pala (= 7th pala of the Khorsabad 
Annals). The fragmentary lines of Col. II fur- 
nish new information about an Egyptian king 
“Silkanni, King of Musri,’* identified first by 
von Bissing'”? and then again by Albright'*® with 
Osorkon IV, the last king of the XXIIIrd dy- 
nasty. 

The account of this campaign has a parallel in 
a prism fragment from Nineveh, 79-7-8, 14, Col. I 
1-8 published by Winckler.'*' With the help of 


177. AfO XIV (1940-44) 40-53. Cf. A. L. Oppenheim 
in ANET, 286. 

178. The old proposal of Winckler (AOF I, 24-41) that 
an Arabian Musri, as distinguished from Musri = Egypt, 
is referred to in the inscriptions of Tiglath-Pileser III 
and in Sargon’s Annals was revived again by Weidner 
(AfO XIV, 46) and upheld by Ryckmans (ibid. pp. 54 f.) 
Yet the detailed analysis of Winckler’s theory by von 
Bissing in RT 34 (1912) pp. 125 ff. and the convincing 
arguments offered by Olmstead (Sargon, pp. 56-70, fn. 
34 ff.) against the very existence of an independent 
Arabian Musri need not be repeated. All the references 
toasouthern Musri in the New Assyrian texts (extending 
to the south from Nahal Musur = Wadi el-‘Arish) refer 
to Egypt. 

179. Apud Weidner, AfO 14, pp. 44-45. 

180. BASOR 141 (1956), 23-25. 

181. Sargon, II, Pl. 45. 


this fragment'®? we may improve Weidner’s res- 
toration of the relevant passage in VA 8424 
Col. i: 


ul-tu qi-rib [KUR 
i-na ma-a-ti'™ sa | 
MES"*] 

5. Sa pat-tt URU na-hal M{u-sur na-gi-i Sa a-hi 
tam-tim'*"| 

6. Sa Sul-mu *UD-& vi-Sa-a[s-bit i-na SUM LU 


qe-pi-ia'>} 


as-suh-ma'*| 
u-Se-sib-ma'® URU. 


182. On the basis of VA 8424, col. II, 6-11, the parallel 
version of 79-7-8,14, col. ii, 1-8 can be completely re- 
stored: 

1. [w-Sa-as-bit-ma i-na SUMIN LU na-si-ku] 
2. [Sa URU La-ba-an] Sam )-nu-"su )-[nu-ti] 
3. [™Si-il-kan-ni LUGAL KUR Mu-lus-[ri] 

1. [Sa a-Sar-Su ru-u-qu pu-luh-|-tu me-"lam '-[me] 
5. [Sa DINGIR A&+Sur EN-ia is-]-"hu '-pu-Su-ma 
6. [12 ANSE.KUR.RA.MES GAL.MES sa] KUR 

Mu-us-ri 
. [Sa i-na ma-a-ti la] ib-Su-% 


7 
8. [tam-sil-Su-un t8-8a-a tal-mar-tu-|us] 


|For previous suggestions for the restoration of 
VA 8424 cf. A. Alt, ZDPV LXVII (1945), 128-138] 

183. Parallel: 7i8-tu § qi-rib URU Me-lid-di URU 
LUGAL-ti-[8u] as-suh-ma, Annals of Room XIV, 3:9-10 
(Winckler, I, 82). 

184. Line 10 below has a similar writing: ma-ti-ia, 
ma-a-ti; ef. Winekler, Sargon I, 217 sub verbo. 

185. Usually as-su-ha-am-ma u-Se-Sib: Display 
Inscription, 49 (7bid., 106) and similar expressions, ibid. 
line 57, Annals 370 (Lie, 54). 

186. This restoration might perhaps be supported by 
jam-nu-Su-nu-ti| of line 7. 

187. Cf. na-gi-e Sa a-hi tam-tim, Annals 144-145 (Lie, 
24). 

188. Alt suggested (ZDPV 67, p. 133, fn. 2) restoring 
here ana '“gépati apgid. The custom of installing local 
chieftains as gépu’s near the Egyptian border is known 
from the reign of Tiglath-Pileser III: J-di-bi-’-i-lu ana 
LU qe[-pu-u-|ti eli KUR Mu-us-ri ap-gid, “I installed 
Idibi’lu as an administrator over (the conquered part 








“J 


LU na-si-ku Sa URU La-ba-an [am-nu-Su- 

nu-tt'89| 

8. ™Si-il-kan-ni LUGAL KUR Mu-us-ri Sa 
Fa’ [-Sar-Su ru-u-qu'??} 

9. pu-lu-uh-tu me-lam-me Sa “AS-Sur EN-ia [is- 
hu-pu-Su-ma| 

10. 12 ANSE.KUR.RA.MES GAL.MES sa KUR 
Mu-us-ri Sa i-na ma-a-ti 

Ll. la ib-Su-v% tam-sil-Su-un 78-Sd-a ta-mar-tus 


eee 

vig NR ee ee arm oe eae oe er ar ee 

3. from [the land of ............. I deported] 

t. in the land that [...... I settled, and the 
cities} 


5. on the border of the City of the Brook of 
K[gypt, a province which is on the shore of] 

6. the Western [sea], I settled them; [to the 
hands of my prefect,| 

7. the sheikh of the city of Laban,' [I en- 
trusted them]. 

8. Silkanni king of Egypt — a remote [place] 

9. the fear of the splendor of Assur my Lord 
[overwhelmed him and] 

10f. he brought to me as his present!*? 

12 big horses of Egypt, their like not to be 

found in Assyria. 


The broken lines 1-4 speak of a conquest of a 
city or a country, deportation of its people and 
their resettlement in the [cities] on the border of 
the “City of the Brook of Egypt”) = Wadi el- 
‘Arish.'* It seems (ll. 6-7) that these deportees 


of) Egypt,’’ Annals, 226 and ‘Small Inscriptions”’ I, line 
34 (Rost, Tiglat-Pileser III, 1, 38, 82.) 

189. Restored from 79-7-8,14, col. II, 2. Cf. fn. 182. 

190. Cf. KUR Ja-ui-du 84 a-8ar-8u% ru-%-qu in the 
Nimrud Inscription, line 8 (Winckler, I, 168). 

191. An unidentified place rbn = Raban or Laban is 
mentioned after rph = Rafiah in the Topographic List 
of Palestinian cities conquered by Shishaq: J. Simons, 
Handbook for the Study of Egyptian Topographical Lists 
(Leiden, 1937) pp. 180, 186 under ‘‘2 bis’’; ef. Alt, ZDPV 
LXVII, 134. 

192. On tdmartu ef. W. J. Martin, ‘‘Tribut und 
Tributleistungen bei den Assyrern,’’ Studia Orientalia 
VIII, 1 (1936), 24-25. 


193. Cf. ma-a-ti = my land, in the prism of Sen 
nacherib, II 32 (Luckenbill, The Annals of Sennacherib, 
p. 29). 


194. The identification of the ‘“‘City of the Brook of 
Egypt”’ with Rafiah of the Bible, Rafa of today, has been 
suggested by Alt (op. cit., p. 128). However, it is im 
probable that Rafiah, mentioned as Ra-pi-hu in Sargon’s 
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were entrusted to the sheikh of Laban, thus 
establishing for the first time an Assyrian military 
outpost on the very border of Egypt. There is no 
evidence to support the contention of Alt!” that 
Sargon established an actual province in Sinai. 
The new information about Silkanni-Osorkon IV. 
King of Egypt, (ll. 8-11) supplies us with an 
Assyro-Egyptian synchronism, which is most; im- 
portant for the poorly documented period in 
Egypt during the last two decades of the 8th 
century.'*® These activities of Sargon on the 
Kgyptian border are referred to most probably in 
that remarkable passage in the Nimrud Prism 
(Col. IV, ll. 42-49, discussed above in Part I), 
which speaks of the opening of the ‘‘sealed harbor 
of Egypt’? .. . ‘‘mixing the Assyrians and the 
Egyptians together” 
trade contacts with Egypt. The same passage 


thus strengthening the 


refers in more general terms to the subjugation of 
the Arabians, who were ‘overwhelmed by the 
glory of Assur.” If, as it seems likely, this 
passage is considered to be a condensed descrip- 
tion of the events of 716, and if this obscure 
Arabian affair is identified with the first known 
contact with the Arabians (dated in the Annals 
to the 7th pali'®*), then it might safely be sug- 
gested that here again the Khorsabad scribes 
misplaced a passage and connected it with the 
campaigns of 715. Consequently, the following 
events (a) the tribute of Pir‘u king of Egypt, (b) 
the tribute of Samsi queen of Aribi, (c) the re- 
settlement of the ‘distant Arabians’? — Tamud, 
Ibadid, Marsiman and Haiapa& in Samaria — 
might be regarded as another version of the 
campaign to Philistia and Egypt in 716; then 
Pir‘u of the Annals could be taken as a general 
title for Silkanni-Osorkon IV king of Egypt of 
the Prism from Assur. 

Annals (line 57 = Lie, 8) and situated 40 km. from Wadi 
el-‘Arish, would be called URU nahal Musur. On the 
other hand, the Assyrian ArzA (= classic Rhinocolura, 
the later Qal‘at el-‘Arish) fits the location better. For 
references dealing with this problem ef. Oppenheim in 
ANET, 286 fn. 1 and Abel, RB 1939, 530; ef. Borger, 
Asarhaddon, p. 130. 

195. ZDPV LXVII, 1338. 

196. The bearing of this synchronism on the Egyptian 
chronology is discussed by Albright in BASOR 141 
(1956) , 23-25. 

197. This unparalleled expression ‘‘Sealed Harbor’’ 
fits well the bay of Sebkhet el-Bardawil near el-‘Arish. 

198. Annals, 120-123 (Lie, 20-22; AR II §17). Fora 
similar displacement of some campaigns in the Khorsa- 
bad Annals ef. above p. 36 f. 
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Sargon’s campaign against the city of Ashdod 
in Philistia took place five years later, in 712.199 
The prism fragment 8. 2022, in the section dealing 
with the 9th pala (Col. II, 12), reads according to 
the facsimile by Winckler?®? and a check: by a new 
photograph"! as follows: 


12. i-na 9 BAL-ia a-na | scarfs al 

13. [t’-aJmat GAL-ti Sé “e-[rib 4Sam-Si...... saa 
ee i ee errr 

12. m my Sth palé against [............ 

13. the great ‘sea! of the wlest.......... 

14. fthe city| of Ashdod: [......4... 0666 6<6 | 


Already Olmstead assumed?” that this refer- 
ence to Ashdod in |. 14 implies that the Assyrian 
campaign against this Philistine city, dated in 
the Annals to the 11th pal#®™ (711), actually 
took place in the 9th pali (713). 

Weidner effort to 
reconcile this inconsistency, he assumed that the 
9th palti in 8. 2022 did in fact refer to 711°°* and 
comprised two or three calendar years. 


went even further: in an 


Yet even 
if one admits the existence of a campaign against 
Ashdod in the 9th pali (of the Prism), it would 
still correspond to the 10th pali of the Annals, 
that is, 712.2° 

Our reconstruction of the Nineveh Prism, sug- 


199. The writer’s Hebrew article “Sargon’s Campaigns 
against Ashdod” (Bull. of Isr. Expl. Soe. XVIT [1954], 
140-146), written under the assumption that Sm. 2022 is 
not connected with the main body of the account on 
Ashdod in Winckler’s “Prism A”, should now be modi 
fied according to the results in Pt. IV, 2/3, below. 

200. Winckler, II, Pl. 45; I, p. 186. 

201. See below, part IV. Substantiated by collation. 

202. Cf. the similar phraseology in an inscription of 
Shalmaneser III (Obel. 27) and the examples quoted 
already by Delitzsch, HW 698 a. 

203. Sargon, p. 13, note 42 and pp. 77 ff. 

204. AfO XIV, p. 50. 

205. Cf. fn. 26 above. 

206. The argument that the campaign of the 9th pala 
in S. 2022 should be dated to 712 is supported by Col. IT, 
ll. 1-17, of that prism fragment: the passage dealing 
with the events of the 8th palid (separated by a ruling 
from the 9th pald in line 12) deals with an expedition 
against Matti of Atuna, who surrendered to Assyria, 
impressed by the defeat of his ally Am(ba)ris, king of 
Tabal. The messengers of Matti came to Sargon while 
he was in Sikris (line 10: KUR Sik(/)-ri-is) in Media. 
Parnua of Sikris (URU Si-ik-ri-na-a-a) is mentioned in 
the “Prism A” (Winckler, II, Pl. 44, C, line 14) to- 
gether with the other ‘‘45 rulers of Media’’ subdued by 


NS 
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gested in Pt. IV, below, places Sm. 2022 in the 
upper part of Col. VII and joins it to the main 
body of the account of the campaign against 
Ashdod, given in Winckler’s “Prism A’’, Col. 
I1f?. Thus, all the events described in the latter 
source, such as the rebellion of Iamani and the 
conquest of Ashdod belong to the 9th pali 
712, when Sargon stayed in Assyria (the Eponym 
Chronicle C4: ina mati).2°> During that year no 
major military campaigns were undertaken?; 
the punitive expedition against Ashdod was led 
by Sargon’s General. 
Assyrian 


The assumption that an 
Commander-in-Chief 
against Ashdod in 712 
Is. 20:21ff. ‘The year that 
Ashdod ...and took it’’.2!° There are however 
some indications that Sargon had intervened in 


turtanu—fought 
agrees with the date in 
Tartan came into 


the affairs of Ashdod prior to the expedition of 
712. It is stated in the Annals that Aziru King 
of Ashdod ‘‘plotted evil against Assyria’’, that he 
was dethroned and replaced by 
brother. 


Ahimetu, his 
As it seems, all these events took place 
some time before 712, but being considered as a 
minor undertaking they were not recorded in the 
Annals. It is most likely that this preliminary 
expedition Ashdod during 
7137" when, according to the Eponym Chronicle 


to was conducted 


Sargon in 713. The same Median expedition and the 
defeat of Ambaris are placed in the Khorsabad Annals 
among the events of the 9th pala (= 8th pala of the 
prisms), i.e., = 713. Consequently the 9th pala of S. 
2022 corresponds to the 10th pala of the Annals = 712. 

207. Winckler, II, Pl. 44, “D” 

208. RLA II, 433. We assume that the king’s pres- 
ence in that year was required by the building of his new 
residence, Dur-Sarrukin (Annals, 232-243; Lie, 36-38). 

209. The Annals list for that year the campaign 
against Tarhunazi of Kammanu, the conquest of the 
cities Melid and Til-Garimmu the removal of 
Tarhunazi to Assur (lines 204-221 Lie, 34-36 (AR II 
§26:29)). On the other hand the new fragmentary prism 
from Nimrud (Gadd, Iraq XVI, 182, col. V, 41 ff.) relates 
the fall of Tarhunazi together with the campaign against 
Margqasa, the city of Mutallu of Gurgum (to be distin- 
guished from Mutallu of Kummuh, ef. Gadd, op. cit., 
185). On these affairs ef. Olmstead, Sargon, 91 ff.; 
Landsberger, Sam’al, 74; and Pt. IV, 3 below. 

210. The possibility that the tarta@nu in question was 
Zer-Ibni of Harper ABL 1073 is proposed by R. Camp- 
bell Thompson, Iraq IV (1937) 35-42. Cf. also Mahmud 
El-Emin, Sumer IX, 2(1953) 219. 

211. W. J. Martin pointed out (Studia Orientalia 
VIII, 1 (1936) 41; 44) that the detailed tribute list in 
Harper ABL 568 is in fact the tribute of Aziri of Ashdod 
to Sennacherib then crown prince (ibid., Rev. 1: 
[ ma]|-da(?)-tu(?) ™A-zu[-ri | 


and 
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C>4 (treated below in Pt. IV), the King stayed in 
Assyria while Assyrian Generals fought in Ellipi 
and in Tabal. 

The main phase of the war against Ashdod 
took place in the following year. This war is 
known from the brief account of the Annals,”!* the 
Display-Inscription,”" prism fragment 81-7-27 ,3?"4 
and from a detailed account in the fragmentary 
Prism A from Nineveh.”'®> According to these 
sources, the rule of Ahimetu was very short. The 
people of Ashdod opposed him, and the throne 
was seized by a usurper called Iadna?!® in the 
Annals, Iamani in all other inscriptions of Sar- 
gon."7_ He was the object of Sargon’s expedition 


212. Annals, 249-262 (Lie, 38-40). 

213. Lines 90-112 (Winckler, I, 114-116). 

214. Published by pecgenagen ae XIV, 

215. Winckler, I, 188; II, Pl. 44, D. 

216. Ja-ad-na in Annals, ha (Lie p. 40 fn. 6). This 
is an unexplained and possibly corrupted variant of 
Iamani; see the following note. 

217. Winckler (Keilschrifttexte Sargons I p. XXX fn. 
2; KAT? 70), followed by Olmstead and most scholars, in 
terpreted this name as meaning ‘‘Ionian”’ and the vari 
ant Ja-ad-na as ‘‘a man from Cyprus (Jadnana)’’. How 
ever, the normal Assyrian gentilic for both of those words 
would be KUR Jamandé and ladnané respectively; it is 
therefore inconceivable that the Assyrian scribes would 
misunderstand or misinterpret a regular Assyrian gen- 
tilic ‘‘the Lonian’’ or ‘‘the Cypriot.’’ .Similar names 
occur in the contemporary Assyrian documents from 
Nineveh: ["|A-a-i-man-nu, Johns ADD 801 rev., 14; 
™Ia-a-ma-ni, ibid. 214: 4, 10; "Ia-man-ni, ibid. 76, rev. 4; 
™la-man-nu-u, tbid. 233, rev. 12. It is very improbable 


in 712, in which Ashdod was conquered and 
made into the Assyrian province Asdudi. 


9 
oO 


In connection with S png s prea, a to Phil- 
istia, a small fragment 81-3-23,131 in the British 
Museum, published only * transcription by 
Winckler some fifty years ago?!’ and not utilized 
since in any historical presentation, must now 
be considered. The text is offered here on the 
basis of a new photograph.?!® 


ih: cari dees ainp wales ha Gos dale aoninaea 

2. [.... u-Sa-aln-ni-ma a-na KUR Ja-[u-di.... 
a 

3. [....] x-né &¢@ AN.SAR EN-ia na-gu-u [Su-a- 
fe 2c] 

4. [....] URU A-za-qa-a FE tuk-la-te-Su Sa ina 
bi-r [tt ..] 

5. [....] “ina™ si-ir SUSI KUR-e Sd-kin kima 


zi-gip GIR x x [...] 


that any one of the bearers of these names was a Greek. 
The only case where this name fits the form of the gentilic 
“Greek”? is ™"Ja-man-i-a-a (Johns, Doomsday Book, No. 
7, 11,4). But already Johns had pointed out (bid. p. 61) 
that the alleged Greek had some brothers bearing Assyr- 
ian names. On the other hand, the Biblical parallels 
(a) Zamin in Simeon (II Chr. 4:24) and in Jerachmiel 
(I Chr. 2:21) and (b) Imnd@ (Gen. 46:17), or Imna‘ (II 
Chr. 7:35) point to the probability that Iamani was of 
local Palestinian origin. 

218. AOF IT, 570. 

219. See bottom of page. 





81-3-23, 





ae BE (ieAF per ‘ , 
Cat Pree FF tee 
ASF AE (Poet EAC 7 


hot 


it; DIA E DIONE: ig -™ 


eh alsa As iad A, Cas 
gf eit eA GAS, Gat m Lek sf 
sf Salts nd Lote eK fo eg 
Cael MAAC jo lle it m. 
. ae : ee on nh 1 ihe 
‘ an Wey al mr y 
SS Wii pe ALE 
WMS Aniae meatal tl Le 
\ BUI ail Otiee feo errs 7 
a eye £48 AEG i a Ke Es 
At AMO Maw Nike iA th 
. SE A aed CL CO A 
a Ah tM 816 enh Lies 
Menor lttle 


a o Ag 
ef - ae 


131 [By courtesy of The Trustees of the British Museum] 
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6. [.... quin-nu-nu-ma Sit-nu-nu KUR-e zaq- 
ru-ti a-na ni-[rib ...| 

7. [.... a-rja-am-mi qur-ru-bu Su-pi-e da-an %i- 

8. [.... ANSE.KUR.JRA-MES-ia e-mu-ru-ma 
ri-gim um-na”-nat [... i8-mu-u . .| 

9. [....] KUR-ud d&-lu-la Sal-lat-su-[un] 

10. [.... ana] "LUGAL"-t2 S& KUR P71-lis-ta-a-a 
= 2 

NG Ore: |} HA x GAL.MES [...... 

12. [..x.i]m-ma-a-ti GAL.MES Su-ur-ri [...... | 

13. [....] « E.GAL kima KUR-e pa-nu-us-si- 
7 | 

14. [....] e-kil la na-pi-th-Si *UTU-si A-MES- 
Su ina e-[....] 

15. ..|-2-8é ina kul-mi-i na-kis ha-ri-su i-te- 


Bis 
a 
= 
acs 


16. ..| L--u-te ME t-Se-rib gi-rib-S [...... 

17. ..] um-ma-na-at KUR MAR.TU.KI DU- 
Ce YS 

18. [....] s2-ru-us-sd-un ina 7-Su [........ 

19. [....]-a-nd ul-tu qir-bi-8%i |... 22... 

Bw Se lee iee ee 
Lower edge 

ST 

2. [....] the second time and to the land of 
Co) | 

SB feco. WED | that Assur, my lord, that 
province [........ | 

}. [....] the city of Azaqé, his stronghold, which 
is (situated) in the mid[st of the mountains 
urrwaneaa 

5. [....] located on a mountain ridge like a 
pointed dagger [........ 

6. [.... it was made like an eagle’s] nest and 
rivaled the highest mountains and was in- 
ac(cessible ........ | 

7. [.... even for stamped ra]lmps and for the 
approaching with battering rams,”! it was 
(toe) strong |.......... | 

8. [....] they had seen the [approach of my 
cavjalry and [they had heard] the roar of my 
soldiers [........ 

9. [....] conquered, and I carried off their spoil 


220. A scribal error for ma. 

221. The best parallel to this line comes from the 
Annals of Sennacherib: ina Sukbus aramme u qitrub Supé; 
(Or. Inst. Prism, Col. III, 21-22) and ina naSpak epiri u 
qurrub Supt, BM. 10300, Col. V, 10 (Luckenbill, Annals 
of Sennacherib, 32-33; 63). Cf. also ina Ssipik epiri 
u I8Syp¢ akSud in the ‘Display Inscription” of Tiglath- 
Pileser III, obv. 16 (Rost, Tiglat-Pileser IIT, 1 58). 


10. [.... whom I have installed as the] king of 
the Philistmes [.. 2.0... 

(, Aiete a Skah Sky PNW e Sat WEE ok ohikceG ees 

Be Ti ivdeecabaieoweeennes ey COE 

13. [....] palace like a mountain in front of them 
Lveecien 

14. |....] it was dark and the sun never rose for 
it and its water 18 [....:....< | 

15. [....] its [....] was cut with axes and a 
moat [was around it ........ 

16. [....] my soldiers, skillful in battle, I let them 
enter mito 46. [e.< 6 sss 

17. [....] all the people of Amurru [........ | 

18. |....] against them for the seventh time 
be Pas ndents 

19. {.....] from bis midst [.......... 

De iganeeedeaevoeesthth anaes 

Our restoration of KUR Ja-[....... | in line 2 


to KUR Ja{udi| and the conclusion that the 
fragmentary lines deal with Judah are based on 
the following considerations: 

(a) The alternative reading ana mdati-ia ‘‘to 
my land” at the beginning of an account does not 
lead to any reasonable restoration; further, it is 
not attested elsewhere as a variant of the usual 
ana mat Assur, occurring only in the concluding 
lines of an episode. 

(b) The identification of Azaqa& with ‘Azeqah- 
(=Tel ez-Zakariye) in Judah is postulated, es- 
pecially if we consider the fact that the campaign 
Philistia follows immediately. <Ac- 
cordingly, lines 4-9 refer to the Assyrian assault 
on that Judaean stronghold, situated on the top 
of a lofty hill, facing the valley of Elah, not far 
from Lachish.** Lines 6-7 indicate that the 
terrain was so tortuous that even the usual siege 
technique could not be fully employed. Ap- 
parently the people of ‘Azeqah surrendered, im- 


against 


pressed by the strength of the Assyrian army. 
Line 10 begins with the description of the military 
operations in Philistia. A highly situated palace 


222. We are unable to offer any translation of this line. 
223. F. Hommel, in a brief note in the Expository 
Times for 1901/2 (Vol. XII, pp. 95/6, 144), was the first 
to suggest this identification, stating that ‘‘since the 
Philistines are spoken of, the reference can of course be 
only to the Biblical ‘Azeqa.’’ Hommel’s note as well as 
the fragment 81-3-23,131 itself have been entirely over- 
looked in the subsequent literature. 

224. Cf. Abel, Géographie de la Palestine, I (Paris, 
1938), 85. 








2 
is mentioned in line 13. Line 14 refers to the 
fortified camp of the enemy, built in a low place, 
protected by natural defenses, so that the ‘‘sun 
never rose for it.””. The camp was situated in a 
thicket, surrounded by a moat (Il. 15), and in 
order to fortify the place they had to cut down 
the bushes or the reeds with axes. Line 17 
speaks of ‘all the people of Amurru,’” who 
might have assembled there either as rebels to 
help the Philistines or to assist the Assyrians by 
providing them with war supplies.“® Line 18 
seems already to be the beginning of the account 
of the war itself. 

The inscription is written in a poetic style, 
different from the style of the Annals and of the 
Display Inscriptions, with some expressions that 
do not have any parallels elsewhere.” 

A similar form of narration is attested in the 
report to the god Assur of Sargon’s eighth cam- 
paign,”*> and in the report of Esarhaddon’s 
campaign in Shupria”® — the best examples of 
this style. Thus, our fragment may well belong 
to the type of ‘“‘Letters to Gods.’ The render- 
ing of ASSur’s name by An-Sar helps to determine 
the authorship of the inscription. This way of 
writing the name of AsSur started with Sargon?*! 
and was extensively used in the. historical in 
scriptions of 


Ksarhaddon and Assurbanipal. 


225. Sarrdni KUR Amurri KI kaligun as united in 
paying tribute to Sennacherib (Luckenbill, Annals of 
Sennacherib, p. 30, col. IT, 58). 

226. Cf. the list of the kings of Hatti and ebir-ndri 
who supplied Esarhaddon with building material; 
Borger, Asarhaddon, p. 60, lines 54 ff. 

227. E.g....kima zigip patri... (line 5),...ekallu kima 
(line 13). 

228. Thureau-Dangin, Huiti#me campagne, lines 15 
18, which describe ‘“‘heavily wooded mountains,’’ ‘‘fright- 
ful passes,’’ and roads that ‘‘never see the light of the 
sun’’; the resemblance to lines 5, 6, 14 of our fragment is 
evident. 


Sadé paniisun 


229. Borger, Asarhaddon, pp. 102-107. 

230. For this stylistic category see now E. A. Speiser 
in R. C. Dentan (ed.), The Idea of History in the Ancient 
Near East (New Haven, 1955) pp. 63 ff. 

231. The writing AnSar for ASSur is employed already 
in the earliest inscription of Sargon: ‘‘The ASSur Char 
ter’’ (see fn. 29) lines 19, 22, 40, 44; it is used occasionally 
in the account of the Eighth Campaign (Thureau- 
Dangin, op. cit., lines 13, 63), and in K. 1660 (a fragment 
of a prism inscription published by Winckler, Sammlung, 
II, 1, p. 4). In the building inscriptions from ASSur (KAH 
I, 37-42), in the Nimrud Prism, and in prism fragment 
81-7-27,3 (see fn. 214), the writing AnSar for ASSur is 
consistently employed. 
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Apparently the Babylonian or the pro-Babylonian 
scribes in the court of Sargon?” intended to trans- 
form Assur into a neutral cosmic deity, Ansar 
(known from the divine genealogy of Eniéma 
Elis). Sennacherib, being the most nationalistic 
of the Assyrian kings, in principle accepted this 
device, but in fact supplanted Marduk by AnSar. 
The best example of this substitution is the com- 
plete replacement of Marduk by AnSar in the 
Assyrian recension of Hnima Elis which was 
edited during the reign of Sennacherib. In the 
historical inscriptions of this king from Nineveh 
only the traditional spelling of Assur was used; 
Ansar was restricted to the building inscriptions 
from Assur and to the literary genre. This 
substitution is again reflected in K_ 1356, the 
description of a door relief cast by Sennacherib,?* 
in which Ansar — and neither Marduk nor Assur 

leads the gods to the battle against Tiamat. 
In this document as well as in other building 
inscriptions of Sennacherib from Assur composed 
after the destruction of Babylon (689) and relat- 
ing to the building of bit-akitu in Assur (replacing 
the Babylonian original),?** Sennacherib is_re- 
ferred to as @piS salam Ansar = ‘“‘the maker of 
the statue of AnSar.”’ 

In view of this exceptional usage we eliminate 
the possibility that our fragment refers to the 
campaign of Sennacherib against Judah in 701. 
This conclusion can also be supported by the 
fact that not one of the standard accounts of 
Sennacherib’s campaign against Hezekiah nor 
any other of his inscriptions ever uses this epical 
style. The alternative that this fragment might 
be attributed to Esarhaddon or to Assurbanipal 
is ruled out on the grounds that in their time no 
real military activities were undertaken in Philis- 
tia and that the term Amurru as a collective was 
no longer applied to the Syrian and Palestinian 

232. The influence of the Babylonian scribes at the 
court of Sargon and its impact at the time of Sennacherib 
are discussed in the forthcoming paper of the writer in 
Eretz Israel V. 

233. K. 1356 (Meissner-Rost, Die Bauinschriften 
Sanheribs {Leipzig, 1893] Pl. 16 and Luckenbill, Annals 
of Sennacherib, pp. 139-142), as collated by B. Lands- 
berger. 

234. KAH II, 122 (Luckenbiil, ibid., pp. 135-139) and 
in all the small building inscriptions from ASsur (Lucken- 
bill, zbid., pp. 185-151). See also E. Ebeling, Stiftungen 
und Vorschriften fiir assyrische Tempel: VAT 9656 (p. 4, 
lines 6, 13, 15), composed in 683, two years before the 
death of Sennacherib. 
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kingdoms.?*> Therefore, we must attribute this 
inscription to Sargon.?*® 

The events described in this fragment, namely, 
the conquest of ‘Azeqah in Judah and a war in 
Philistia connected with the deposition of a 
former Philistine king and probably the elevation 
of a new king, could refer then either to the 
campaign of 720 or to the campaign of 712. The 
first possibility, suggested by the fact that in the 
Nimrud inscription Sargon is called ‘the subduer 


27 
237 


of the remote land of Iaudi,’*? would imply 
that Hezekiah participated in the rebellion of 
Hamath, Gaza, and Samaria in 720 but quickly 
accepted the Assyrian yoke after ‘Azeqah was 
taken by Sargon. It seems, however, that the 
alternative, to attribute this fragment to the 
campaign of 712, is preferable: 

(a) The statement in line 10 that somebody was 
elevated to the throne by the Philistines gains 
full meaning when applied to the usurpation of 
the throne by Iamani, who in turn dethroned 
Ahimetu, the appointee of Sargon.?* 

(b) The reference to a moat surrounding the 
camp of the enemy parallels the description of 
the defense system of Ashdod in the war against 
Iamani given in the fragmentary Prism from 
Nineveh.”*9 

Accordingly, we may tentatively reconstruct 
the events of 712 in the following sequence: 
Iamani of Ashdod had initiated a new rebellion 
against Assyria and had made contact with the 
rulers of the few still autonomous principalities 
in Palestine in an effort to revive the Syro-Pales- 
tinian league of 720.2*° He was assisted or backed 
by the king of Egypt, called Pir’u here." It is 
likely that Judah offered more than tacit assist- 

235. The term KUR Pi-lis-ta-a-a = Philistines is 
used also in Harper, ABL 218, which mentions a con 
tingent of Philistines entered into the Assyrian army. 
A geographical term P7listu is not attested after the time 
of Esarhaddon. 

236. Another historical fragment of Sargon’s Inscrip 
tion written in a very similar style, K. 4471, is treated 
below in Appendix 2. 

237. See fn. 146. 

238. Annals 249-253 (Lie, pp. 38-40) 

239. Winckler, I, 188, line 26; II, Pl. 44, D line 23; and 
Pt. IV, 2 below. 

240. According to Prism A (7bid. lines 25-27), lamani 
incited the kings of Philistia, Judah, Edom, and Moab 
to join him in his rebellion. 

241. The same manner of referring to the Egyptian 
king only by his title occurs also ‘n the Annals, 123 (Lie, 


22). 


ance. Early in 712 Sargon’s army invaded 
Philistia, conquering the northern Gath 
(Gitajim),?"" Gibeton, and ‘Eqron* on his way. 
We have to assume that afterwards he assaulted 
‘Azeqah and finally conquered it. We may 
even assume, though the inscription does not 
mention it, that Judah averted by some means 
the central Assyrian attack. Meanwhile, the 
main body of the Assyrian army proceeded to 
Philistia and conquered Ashdod and Ashdod- 
Maritima2** Tamani fled to Egypt and took 
refuge in Nubia but was soon extradited to 
Assyria by the Nubian king, who sent him in 
chains to Nineveh to present his greetings and 
presents." Ashdod was then organized as an 


242. Gi-im-tu (Annals, 258; Display Inscription, 104). 
B. Mazar-Maisler connects this city name with Gitajim 
of II Sam. 4:3 and distinguishes between it and the well 
known southern Gath (Sefer Assaf [Jerusalem, 1953] 
351-356; The Hebrew Encyclopaedia Biblica II, cols. 
574-576). 

243. Gab-bu-tu-nu and Am-ga-[ar]-ru-[na]. The fall 
of these cities, with their respective names inscribed, is 
depicted on reliefs 5 and 10 in Room V of the Palace in 
Khorsabad: Botta-Flandin, Le Monument de Nineve, II 
(Paris, 1849) Pl. 89, 93; Winckler, Sargon IT, Pl. 49, 2 f. 
For Gabbutunu ef. E. Unger, RLV IV, 111, 4 and Pl. 78c. 
The names of these two Philistine cities were read prop 
erly and identified by M. El-Amin (Sumer IX (1953) 
No. 1, pp. 21-33), who assumed that Eqron and Gibeton 
were taken by Sargon in 720 during Sargon’s war with 
Gaza. It seems more probable to date their conquest 
in the campaign of 712, conducted against the northern 
and central part of Philistia. The argument of El-Amin 
in favor of their dating to 720 on the basis of an assumed 
chronological arrangement of Sargon’s reliefs in Room V 
is not convincing. However, according to a new sug- 
gestion based on a recent survey, Eqron should be identi- 
fied with Khirbet el-Muqanna': J. Naveh (Levy), 8. 
Isr. Expl. Jour. (1958) 87-100 (in Hebrew). Gibeton 
was identified by von Raad (PJB XXIX, 30 ff.) with 
Tell el-Mallat [see the recent discussion on the location 
of Gibeton in the Hebrew Encyclopaedia Biblica II, col. 
$21/2: and ef.S. Yeivin, Fretz Israel 111,36 andS. Kallai 
Kleinmann, Bull. Isr. Exp. Soc. XVII 4, p. 64]. ‘Eqron 
was identified by Albright (AASOR IT/IIT, 1 ff. and 
BASOR 15, p. 8) with Hatra, 3 miles S.W. of ‘Aqir, and 
by Mazar with Tell el-Batashi in Wadi Sarar (ef. Bull. 
Isr. Exp. Soc. XVI, 3, p. 49). 

244. As-du-di-im-mu (Annals 258; Display Inscrip- 
tion 104) = Hebrew ASd6d-iim = Azotus Parallus of the 
Byzantine period, located probably at Minet el-Qal‘a, 
3 miles from the modern Isdiid on the Mediterranean 
coast (ef. Mazar in the Hebrew Encyclopaedia Biblica I, 
col. 752). 

245. Display Inscription, 109-112 (Winckler, I, 116 = 
AR IT §62; Oppenheim in ANET, 287). 
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Assyrian province.** Sennacherib, however, re- 
stored it to its former state as a tributary king- 
dom.” A king of A&sd[udi] is still mentioned 
among the captive princes taken to the court of 
Nebuchadnezzar. 

The conquest of Ashdod was, we suppose, the 
last Assyrian military enterprise in Palestine 
during Sargon’s reign. The fact that there is no 
mention of any further campaigns in that region 
in the years 712-706 seems to be capable of 
explanation by the friendly Assyrian relations 
with the Nubian kings of Egypt during these 
It is very likely that Pir’u, whom Iamani 
contacted in his rebellion against Assyria in 712, 
was Bocchoris, the only king of the 24th 
Dynasty.**° His father, Taphaakht, might have 
been the Egyptian ruler who had obstructed 


years. 


Assyrian domination in Philistia from the time 
of Tiglath-Pileser III.2°° On the other hand the 
Nubian king who handed over Iamani to the 
Assyrians might have been Piankhi, or even 
Shabaka.?*! The impression of a seal of Shabaka 


246. Harper, ABL 1307, which mentions URU As-du-du 
(line 6) has to be dated to the time when Ashdod had 
become a province. The character of this fragmentary 
letter written in Babylonian is still problematic. [In 
this connection, an alleged reference to Ashdod in 
Harper, ABL 158 is to be read Ab-du-du, not B§-du-du.} 

247. Mitinti, the king of Ashdod, is mentioned in the 
Annals of Sennacherib (Or. Inst. Prism, Col. II 54; III 
32). There is no doubt, therefore, that at the time of 
the campaign in Judah (701) Ashdod had an autonomous 
king and not an Assyrian governor. The reorganization 
of Ashdod 
no precedent. One may speculate whether the change 
was motivated by the peculiar location of Ashdod, iso 
lated from the Assyrian province Samerina by the still 
autonomous kingdoms of Gaza, Judah, Ashqelon, and 
‘Eqron (ef. Alt, ZDPV LXVII, pp. 144-146). For com 
ment on the suggestion that in the time of Esarhaddon 
Ashdod was again turned into a _ province (Abel, 
Géographie, II, p. 105) see Alt, op. cit., p. 146. 

248. E. Unger, Babylon die heilige Stadt, p. 286. 

249. Cf. H. A. Hall, CAH III 276-77; W. F. Albright, 
BASOR 141 (1956) 25 dates him to 715-709. 

250. Hall, ibid., p. 269; Drioton-Vandier, L’ Egyple 
(3d ed.), pp. 539, 545. 


from a province back to a vassaldom — has 


251. The problem of dating the beginning of Shabaka’s 
reign has not been solved by the publication of the in 
scriptions from Kawa (M. L. Macadam, The Temples of 
Kawa, I [Oxford, 1949] 23-43). Macadam dated the 
accession of Shabaka to 707 (ibid. p. 19). Albright 
(BASOR 130 [1953] p. 11; 141 [1956] 25) accepted Maca 
dam’s assumption that Taharqa was co-regent with 
Shabaka for six years and dated Shabaka to 710/9 
696/5. This assumption of Macadam is based on his in 


has been found on a bulla in Nineveh.?® It 
could only be the sealing of a papyrus sent from 
Egypt to Assyria. Therefore it would be proper 
to assume that Shabaka, known from Manetho 
as an enemy of Boechoris,?* did establish peace 
with Assyria. We can perhaps connect this new 
friendship with Manetho’s account of Shabaka’s 
war against Boechoris that resulted in the defeat 
of Boecchoris.2** His tragic death at the hands of 
Shabaka and the final conquest of the Delta by 
the Nubians would then be dated some time 
after 712.2°> Peace between Egypt and Assyria 
probably accounts for the unusual political sta- 
bility in Palestine during the remaining years of 
Sargon’s reign. 


[V. The Order of the Campaigns in Sargon’s Reign 
l 

The primary source for the chronology of 
Sargon’s reign is the Eponym Chronicle, pre- 
served in two recensions Rm. 2, 97 and K. 4446, 
referred to henceforth as C>4 and C6, re- 
spectively. Secondary to it is the Prism from 
Nineveh, and in the third place stand the Annals 
from Khorsabad. Unfortunately only a small 
part of the original four columns of C4 is pre- 
served, thus leaving much to be restored. It 
seems, however, that Forrer’s?*? and Ungnad’s?*® 


terpretation of lines 30 ff. of the stele No. IV (pp. 15, 
18-19). However, Leclant and Yoyote oppose Maca- 
dam’s interpretation of the relevant passage (BIFAO 
LI {1952]) 17 ff.) and so do Drioton and Vandier (op. cit. 
p. 572). 

252. 81-2-4, 352 (Bezold, Cat. IV, p. 1784); ef. L. L. 
Honor, Sennacherib’s Invasion of Palestine (New York, 
1926) pp. 12, 30, fn. 67 and H. von Zeissl, Ag. Forsch. 
XIV (1944), 22. 

253. Manetho, according to Africanus and Eusebius: 
W. G. Wadell, Manetho (London, 1940) p. 167. 

254. Ibid., p. 169. 

255. Our conclusion is in accord with the recent pro- 
posal of Albright to date the death of Bocchoris to 709 
(BASOR 141 [1956], 25). 

256. We use the sigles of Ungnad in RLA II, 413. 

257. MVAG 20, 3 (1915), 17. Olmstead’s treatment 
of this Eponym Chronicle (Sargon, p. 15, fn. 45 and 
JAOS 14 (1915), 344 ff.), accepted by Luckenbill, AR IT, 
p. 437, is based on two untenable assumptions: (a) that 
‘fone line and no more must be assigned to each year’’; 
(b) that the fragment starts (line 1: [...kar]-ru) with the 
events of 722. Accordingly Olmstead was compelled to 
assign the entry for 714 ({ana Urar|ti URU Musasir 
Haldia) to716 and that for 706 ([Sarru ina matt] rabite ina 
KUR Kar-al-li) to 703, in the reign of Sennacherib. 


258. RLA II, 433. Ungnad improved upon some of 
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Rm. 2, 97, rev. (C4) 
Jul. Sargon’s 
years regnal 
I II III IV x. years 
(The entries for 722 and 721 are not preserved) 
1. [ina li-me A S8ur-iska-da’in? ana KUR Hat-t}i 720 4 
a uss Sa bit 4X Sa URU X Y kar-Jru J ai 
7 Ss Sarru-kin Sar KUR ASSur a-na 4Y a-na bile esse e|-ta-rab 719 3 
Ries = ASSur-zéra-ibn?®™ sa URU Ra-sap-pa a-na KUR Ta-]ba-la?®™ 718 4 
S. §* - Tab-sar-A S8ur LU abarakku a-na URU a URU Dar ™Sarru|-kiny kar-ru—s- 717 5 
Hat-ti?® ussu 
. a oa Tab-sil-ESarra Sa URU ASSur a-na UR]U Man-na-a-a 716 6 
’ Eas Taklak-ana-Bél Sa URU Na-sib-i-na URU xxx URU yy kas-du?® LUJNAM.MES 715 7 
Sak-nu 
a [8tar-diiri Sa URU Arap-ha a-na Ur-alr-ti URU Mu-sa-sir 714 8 
Hal-di-a 
= ca AkSur-bani Sa URU Kal-ha Sarru ina LU.J]GAL.MES ina KUR II-li-pa | 
mate?® mae 
10. | iX a-na bi|te eSSe e-ta-rab | 718 9 
a. I ta-a-a-rat tHal-di-a a-nja URU Mu-sa-sir 
= | * a Sarru-émuranni Sa URU Ma-za-mu-a} i-na mate 712 10 
13. | “ Ninurta-alik-pani Sa URU Si-’-me-e] a-na URU Mar-qa-sa 711 11 
a he _ Samas-béla-usur Sa URU Ar-zu-hi-na] a-na URU bit-"KUL-i LUGAL 710 12 
ina KIS.KI bi-e-di 
el oes Mannu-ki $a URU Til-li-|e mSarru-GI.NA qat 4EN is-sa-bat 709 13 
ASSur-le’i 
a, aa Samas-upahhir $a KUR Kir-ru-jri URU Ku-mu-ha ka-Sid LULNAM 708 14 
Sa-kin 
a ag = Sa-A SSur-duppu Sa URU TuS-ha-lan LUGAL issu KA.DINGIR. 
RA.KI is-su-uh-ra 
is. | Sal-lu-|tu Sa URU Dir-ia-kinz na-sa > 707 15 
19. | issu it-tuj-ur URU Dur-ia-kinz na-pil 
20. | DINGIR.MES Sa URU Dar-Sarru-kin] a-na E.MES-Su-nu e-tar-bu 
1°. Mutakkil-Assu) Sa URU Gu-za-na Sarru ina LU.GAL.JMES ina KUR 
mate?® Kar-al-li > 706 16 
22. | Dir-"Sarru-kin Sar-ru GUN.MES x x x | mah-ra 
K. 4446 (C6) rev. ll. 1-11. 
I II Ii IV 
1. lim-me md Samas-u-pa-hir LU Sakin mat Kir-ur-ri Sarru ina Babili] a 
2. GAL.MES a-na URU Kum-muh-hi ] f 708 
| 
3. lim-me mS4-A8+Sur-du-up-pu LU Sakin mat URU Tus-ha-an [Sarru issu Babili] ) 
t. is-su-uh-ra LU. GAL.MES Sal-lu-[ti $a URU Dur-ia-kinz na-su-ni} ae 
5 ITU Tasritu UD 22 KAM DINGIR.MES-ni Sa URU “ina! (E.MES-Su-nu e-tar-bu] ” 
Dur-Sarru kinz 
6. lim-me ™Mu-tak-kil-A&+ Sur LU Sakin mat URU Gu-za-na GAL!MES' [ina KUR ) 
Sarru ina mate Kar-al-li} > 706 
7. ITU Aiaru UD 6 KAM URU Dar-Sarru-kin; Sar-— -ru (GUN.MES mah-ra] } 
8. lim-me mNIGIN-EN LU Sakin mat URU A-me-di ‘LUGAL'a-na KUR ) 
, Ta-ba-li}?6* | 
9. ina muhhi ™E8-pa-i LU Ku-lum-ma-a-a aU 4. | 
10. LUGAL GAZ? ma-dak-tu 4 LUGAL KUR AS+ur ae .) } 708 
KI 'z! 
11. ITU Abi UD 12 KAM m4Sarru.PAP.MES.SU ("Sarru-kin ina GIS.GU.ZA 
"DUMU' it-tu-8ib?® 


(The remaining ll. 12-14 deal with the first year of Sennacherib). 
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reconstruction of this chronicle is basically cor- 
rect. The fragment starts with the events of the 
year 720 or 719 and breaks off with those of 706, 
Sargon’s last full year. Ll. 16-22 are almost fully 
restored from the fragment C6 which covers the 
years 14-17 of Sargon’s reign (708-705). 

Some indirect light on the order of events is 
shed by the pertinent fragmentary lines in the 
Babylonian Chronicle, though the major part of 
the account is missing.?°? 


the readings and restorations of Forrer and so far has 
offered the best treatment of C4. A recent treatment 
of the document (in translation, following Ungnad’s edi 
tion) is offered by I. M. Dyakonov, Vestnik Drevney 
Istorti, 1951, No. 2, p. 187. 

259. CT 34 46-50 (BM 92502) with the parallel (but 
not duplicate) text, 7bid., 43-44 (83-1-18, 1338). 

260. This and the following names of the eponyms are 
restored from the limmu lists C*1, C*2, C93, C*4, C*5 and 
C4 (Ungnad, RLA II, 425-428), checked by new photo 
graphs 

261. "NUMUN.KAK in C*3 and C*4 seems to be ar 
abbreviated form of ™AS+Sur-"-NUMUN |UKAK ! it 
C5. 

262. The traces ba-la, seen clearly in the photograph, 


cannot be reconciled with the restoration [Aar-a|l-la 
suggested by Landsberger, Sam’al, p. 75, fn. 201. The 
campaign against [Ta]bala should be identified with the 
conquest of Sinuhtu in Sargon’s fourth year (see below 
sub 7/8). That Sargon did not and could not wage a war 
on Tabal in his second year (as suggested by Olmstead, 
Luckenbill and Naster) was demonstrated by Lands 
berger, op. cit., p. 16, fn. 34). On Sinuhtu (Sinahuddum 
of the Cappadocian texts), see J. Lewy, Halil Edhem 
Hatira Kitabi, Ankara 1947, p. 16. 

263. Or [URU Gar-ga-mis|. However Pisiri king of 
Carchemish is called ™Pi-si-ri LUGAL KUR #Hat-ti in 
the Nimrud Inscription (Winckler II, pl. 48, 1. 10), or 
mPi-si-ri LUGAL URU Gar-ga-mis 8a KUR Hat-ti (ibid., 


1; 2). 


264. From the plural ‘‘Governors’’ we have to assume 
that at least two conquered cities were registered in that 
entry. 

265. For the restoration see Part IV, 1(e). 

266. Restored on the basis of the Babylonian Chroni 
cle, II, 9. See fn. 312. 

267. Winckler’s ‘‘Riiuberbande’” = amélu habbdtu, 
(Keilschriftliches Textbuch z. A. T., 3. Aufl. 1909, p. 78) 
was an attempt to render the LU.GAZ of II R.69, 6. 
The correct reading is LUGAL GAZ (Olmstead, Sargon, 
157 fn. 44; Ungnad, RLA IIT, 435: Sarru dik). 

268. J. Lewy An. Or. 12, (1935), p. 228 suggested to 
restore here: ”4Sin-ahhé-eriba |[qaté 4Bél is-sa-bat]. 
This restoration is in accord with the theory of Winckler 
(ZA II, 302) that ‘‘grasping the hands’ of Marduk 
during the akitu festival in Babylon was a major and 
indispensable act performed by the Assyrian king in the 
ceremony of his enthronement as the king of Babylon. 


The pertinent parts of the two copies of the 
Kponym Chronicle, checked by photographs, are 
given on p. 85 in transliteration. [Sarru is regularly 
written by number “20”, which we transcribe as 
Sarvu; only exceptionally does LUGAL occur 
(transliterated as such). The transcription issu 
stands for the sign which resembles TA.] 


The reconstruction of these Eponym Chronicles is 
based on the following presuppositions: 

(ua) Several consecutive lines could be devoted 
to one year. This is evident in C6, where the 
entries occupy two, three or four lines, and in the 
case of the entry for 707 in C>4. The ordinary 
usage in the Eponym Chronicles before 745 was 
to compress the major events of a year into one 
line. 

(b) The record of religious events always fol- 
lows, never precedes the military entry. This is 
evident in the case of the entry for 713 in C>4 
and in that for 707 in C6. 

(c) The entry “The magnates were in land NN”’ 
was regularly preceded by the statement ‘The 
king stayed in Assyria’. This is adduced from 
the entry for 706 11 C6. 

The only problematic point in the suggested 
reconstruction of C>4 is line 11: “*...... the city 
of Musasir’’. The reconstruction ‘‘[against] the 
city of Musasir”’ is precluded by the distribution 
of the signs: ana ‘against’? comes in the 
Kponym Canon in the sub-column III, never in 
Il. The conjecture that the entry recorded an 
extraordinary event — e.g., a plague, mitdnu, or 
a revolt sthu, can not be accepted, since all 
similar cases of this kind of entry concern 
Assyria only. The reconstructed entry suggested 
above, “The return of the god Haldia to Musasir’’, 
analogous to that of the year 754 (RLA II 4380, 
17), seems to be the only possible restoration, as 
it records a religious event, thus continuing the 
subject of the preceding line. The statue of the 
god Haldia was taken as booty to Assyria in 714. 
Restoring the statue?’ to Musasir in 713 can be 


On this problem see: F. Thureau-Dangin, Rituels Ac 
cadiens, 1925, p. 146, fn. 3 and A. Pallis, The Babylonian 
akitu Festival, 1926, pp. 174-1838. Whatever was the 
regular practice, it seems quite unlikely that Sen 
nacherib, famous for his anti-Babylonian policy, would 
take part in person — in the akitu festival of Marduk 
in Babylon. 

269. The demolition of a statue of an Urartian god 
by the Assyrian soldiers depicted on a relief from Khorsa 
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viewed as a sign of the temporary reconciliation 
with Urartu. In fact, no further campaigns 
against Urartu or Musasir are recorded in Sar- 
gon’s Annals after 713. 

>) 

The secondary source for the chronology of 
Sargon’s campaigns is the fragmentary prism 
found in Kouyunjik, comprising what Winckler 
designated as ‘Prism A” and ‘Prism B” and the 
unpublished fragments Rm 2, 92, 8. 2049 and 
82-5-22,8, quoted by Bezold?”’. Winckler, who 
admitted the extreme difficulty of reading the 
prism fragments, tentatively divided them into 
and “*B’”’, but left open the 
possibility that there were even more2! This 


two recensions ‘‘A’”’ 


view, followed by Olmstead?”, was recently up- 
held by C. J. Gadd” 
the fragments anew and accepted in principle 


Professor Gadd examined 


Winckler’s division, but assigned different frag- 
ments to ‘‘A” and “B” respectively, thus deviat- 
ing completely from Winckler’s classification. 
According to Gadd, ‘‘A”’ consists of K. 1668b + 
D.T. 6, K. 1669, K. 1673, IK. 2021 + 82-5-22,8, 
Sm. 2022, Rm. 2,92: “B” consists of K. 
1668, K. 1671, 79-7-8,14, Sm. 2050, K. 1672, 
Sm. 2049. K. 4818 is regarded by him as an 
epilogue of another prism-inscription of Sargon, 
not connected with “A” or “B” (ef. fn. 302 
below). This division is based mainly on the 
external evidence?” the fragments designated as 
“A”? are in part vitrified and have therefore a 
slightly greenish-gray shade, while those desig- 
nated as ‘B’’, mostly of brown colour, are in a 
better state of preservation. 

Taking Gadd’s lead, we should have to re- 
construct the two prisms as follows (the various 


bad (Botta, Monuments de Nineveh, II, pl. 140), could, 
in fact, apply to any statue in the temple of Haldia in 
Musasir. We did not find any evidence which would 
substantiate the view (e.g., Meissner, Babylonien und 
Assyrien IT, 129) that the representation is to be inter 
preted as the destruction of the statue of Haldia himself. 
According to the Huitiéme Campagne, |. 423, the statues 
of Haldia and Bagbartu were carried off to Assyria. 

270. Apud Peiser, ZA 4 (1889), 411 fn. 1 and Catalogue 
IV p. 1527, 1643, 1827. 

271. In the introduction to Sargon, pp. XI-XII. 

272. Sargon, I, pp. 11-14, fn. 42. Luckenbill in AR II 
190 ff. has accepted the arrangement suggested by Olm- 
stead. 

273. Iraq 16 (1954), 174. 


fragments are discussed below, under the foot- 
notes indicated): 
“A” Col. IT Rm. 2,92 
Appendix 1). 
Col. II K. 1673 (fn. 283) 
Col. II K. 1669: pali 5 (fn. 284) 
Col. IV Sm. 2021 + 82-5-22,8, I (upper 
edge): palit 7 (fn. 286) 
Col. V Sm. 2021 + 82-5-22,8, IL: (upper 
edge): pali 7, pali 8. 


upper edge (see below 


Col. VI Sm. 2022, I (upper edge): pali 8 
(fn. 291); K. 1671 + D.T. 6, IL: pali 8 
(fn. 292) 

Col. VII Sm. 2022, II (upper edge): palit 8 
(fn. 296); pala 9; K. 1671b + D.T. 6 
Iii: pala 9 (fn. 297) 

Col. VIII K. 1671b + D.T. 6, IV: pala 
9 (fn. 300); ibid., V: building inscription. 

IS VOOR ce kmason 

oe eee 

Col. III 79-7-2,8, I: pali 5, pal 6 (fn. 285) 

Col. IV K. 1671 + 1668a, I: pali 7 (fn. 
287); 79-7-2,8, II: palit 7 (fn. 288) 

Col. V K. 1671 + 1668a, II: palit 8 (fn. 
290). 

Col. VI Sm. 2049, I: palit 8 (fn. 293), K. 
1672, I: pala 8 (fn. 294). 

Col. VII Sm. 2049, II: palit 10 (fn. 293), 
K. 1672 Il: palit 10 (fn. 298), Sm. 2050 
(fn. 299). 

Col. VIII Sm. 2050, II (fn. 301) 

Consequently, one should have to assume that 
“A” and “B” are two different recensions, ‘“‘A’’ 
composed after the 9th palit (= 712) (last re- 
corded campaign: against Kammanu); “B” com- 
posed after the 10th palit (= 711) (last recorded 
campaign: against Gurgum). In “B” the account 
of the 9th pali (against Ashdod and Kammanu) 
should have been shorter: it should have com- 
prised not more than 70 lines (comprising the 
second part of Col. VI and the beginning of 
Col. VII) instead of the original 150-170 lines 
in “A”? (= Col. VII and the beginning of Col. 
VIII). 

If we proceed to follow this division we are 
faced with some unusual and rather improbable 
phenomena: 

(a). In spite of the existence of about 430 pre- 
served lines in the two suggested prisms there is 
no duplication whatsoever. The only known par- 








88 JOURNAL OF CUNEIFORM 


allel to one of the fragments came from Assur 
(VAT 8424); see directly. 

(b). There is no difference between “A” and 
“B”’, neither in the style of narration nor in the 
peculiarities of writing, such as the rough script, 
the number of erasures and the way of writing 
the divine names Samas and Assur (see fn. 
303f.). This in turn would compel us to assume 
that both recensions came from the same hand, 
within a period of one or two years. 

These difficulties are solved when we adopt the 
view that all the Nineveh fragments belong to 
one prism. Already Bezold had observed that the 
prism fragments of Sargon resemble one another 
externally”. Subsequently E. Weidner had ad- 
vanced the hypothesis that the fragments repre- 
sent not only one recension, but belong to one 
octagonal prism, and suggested a tentative distri- 
bution of the fragments”®. A prism-fragment 
VAT 8424, found in the Assur temple in ASsur, 
was published in this connection by Weidner and 
proved to be a duplicate of 79-7-8,14, assigned 
by Winckler to his “prism B’”’?’*. 

Through the courtesy and the kind help of the 
Department of Western Asiatic Antiquities at 
the British Museum we received very clear photo- 
graphs of allthefragmentsofthe prism. A detailed 
study of these photographs has substantiated the 
fact that there is no overlapping or repetition in 
the fragments, thus validating the hypothesis of 
only one prism. 

During a short stay in London in November 
1957 we were able to examine the prism-fragments 


274. Bezold, Catalogue, I, pp. 328-329, comments upon 
each prism-fragment: “The form of the script and the 
shape of the fragments are exactly the same as those of 
K. 1668a” ete. (Winckler’s ‘“‘Prism B’’). 

275. AfO 14 pp. 51-52. 

Weidner’s distribution of the fragments was: 

Col. I: S. 2021 I; K. 1672 I; K. 4318 I; 

Col. II: S. 2021 II; K. 1673; VAT 8424, A. 

Col. III: K. 1669; 79-7-8,14 I; VAT 8424, B. 

Col. IV: K. 1668a + 1671 I; K. 1668b + D.T. 6 A; 
79-7-8,14 II; VAT 8424 C. 

Col. V: K. 1668a + 1671 II; K. 1668b + D.T. 6, 
B-C; S. 2022 IT. 

Col. VI: 81-7-27,3 A; K. 1668b + D.T. 6, D; S. 
2022, II. 

Col. VII: 81-7-27,3 B; K. 1668b + D.T. 6, E-F. 

Col. VIII: 81-7-27,3 C; S. 2050; K. 4818, VIII. 

The fragment 81-7-27,3 does not belong to the Nine- 
vite Prism, as pointed out by Gadd, Iraq 16, p. 174. 

276. Weidner, AfO 14, p. 43. The duplicate lines are 
discussed by Weidner on p. 40. 


Stupiges, Vou. 12 (1958) 


at the British Museum and to establish their 
order, as given below?”. The arrangement of- 
fered here is in harmony with the difference in the 
state of preservation of the fragments in question, 
showing that all the badly damaged fragments 
belong to the top of the prism. Evidently the 
top was exposed to a severe fire, either in the 
process of firing or during the destruction of the 
archives. This must have been the cause of the 
vitrification which spread unevenly through the 
middle parts of the prism, sparing the lower parts 
and the bottom”. Finally, we suggest to con- 
nect as parts of one and the same copy (‘“‘Exem- 
plar’’), though they do not join physically, the 
major fragment of Winckler’s “Prism B” and 
“Prism A’, The connection is between K. 
1671 + 1668a, col. II, ll. 1-8 (Winckler’s Prism 
‘“B’’, section ‘‘D’’) designated below as a— 
and K. 1668b + D.T. 6, col. I, ll. 7-14 (Winek- 
ler’s “Prism A’’, section A) — designated here 
as 8. The beginning of the line is preserved in a, 
while only the last 2 or 3 signs are preserved in 8, 
leaving from 8 signs in the first lines to 2 signs in 
the last lines to be restored. 


a B 
eee |] a-na pan [....... |] AT(or KA). 
KI 7 
2. ip-lah-ma a-na su-zu-"ub! (napistisu xxx 
KUR Su-ur]-da 8 
3. KUR-~u ib-bal-kit a-na ™[A-da-a KUR Sur-] 
da-a-a 9 


$. da-bab la kit-ti Sa id-[bu-bu it-ti-ia| x-ri 10 
5. 18-pu-ru e-li-té ™A-da-a [KUR Su-ur-d] a-a-a 11 


6. pu-luh-ti mi-lam-me-ia |is-hup]-'si'-ma*® 12 
7. Sd-a-Su ga-du LU ERIM.MES-8u i-na [kak- 
ki u-ra-as-si-i|b-ma 13 
8. Te i-na lib-bi-Su-nu a-na da-lil AN-"ti" [A&- 
Sur béliia ull ‘e'-zib 14 


(continuation: note 280) 


277. I wish to thank Mr. R. D. Barnett, Keeper of the 
Dept. of Western Asiatic Antiquities and Mr. D. J. Wise- 
man, Assistant Keeper, for their help given me at the 
time I worked at the British Museum. 

278. I owe this observation to Mr. C. A. Bateman of 
the Department of Western Asiatic Antiquities, with 
whom I discussed the problems concerning the physical 
state of the prism. 

279. This seems to be the correct reading instead of 
KI in Winckler’s copy. 

280. Ll. 9-11 of K. 1671 + 1668a, section D (Winckler, 
II, pl. 45 a) reads now: (9). ™°x |-ka-a-a-ri ™[x y]-ka-a- 
[a-ri] (10). DUMU.MES nab-nit lib-bi-8u bal-"tu '-[-ti...] 
(11). it-ti L.UDU ™a-mi-"ta8 [-8i.. .}. 





aj co 3 


ta 
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Translation 

[AmitaSSi ..... | was afraid of ..... and, in 
order to save his life [he took] to the country of 
Surda, he crossed the mountains (taking refuge 
with) Ad& the man of Surda, who spoke to me 
untruth ..... and sent (me) mendacious mes- 
sages. Ada, the man of Surda, was overwhelmed 
by the terror of my formidable appearance; | 
massacred him and his men; not a single one did I 
leave alive, so that he could pronounce the divine 
glory of my lord Assur. 


The good fit of the line-ends in 2, 3, 11-14 
cannot be coincidental; though, on the other 
hand, no means has been found to adjust the line- 
ends | and 4. Independent of our combination 
of the two pieces is the difficulty of 4 f.; our 
attempt to translate this passage presupposes an 
unusual construction with ana (line 3); an unusual 
position of words in line 4. 

(For elitu, syn. elinitu ‘“‘void (words), menda- 
cious’, ef. CAD 3 sub verbis; for a parallel to 
line 14: @du ina libbi ana dalili ul ézib Borger 
Asarhaddon 99:46; for the specific sense of daldlu 
in this context: ZA 42 236:17.) 

The historical correctness of our chronological 
location is demonstrated by the following facts: 

a) fark|i Amitass ardéma sau gadu réséSu ina 
(mat Su]-ur-da KUR-e[..... | Annals (Lie) 169. 
“T pursued Amitassi and [killed] him and his 
allies in the mountainous region of Surda”’. 

This report of pali 9 is preceded by victories 
over Ellipi, Media and Karallu; here, the gover- 
nors installed by Sargon were driven out; Ami- 
taSsi, the brother of AsSur-le’i, the former king 
who had been flayed by Sargon for his subversion 
(pala 5, Annals 90), was installed by the rebellious 
population 

b) The ‘“Prunkinschriften’” (Winckler I 80:7 
and 146:15) epitomize our event in the following 
sequence: wabbit (mwabbit) Karallu, Surda, Ki- 
Sesim, Harzar, Mada’a, Ellipi. 

c) Our text continues (lines 9-11) with “A and 
B, the two sons whom he had begotten, I [skinned] 
alive [and boiled their bodies] together with the 
fat of AmitaSsi’’. 


The prism started with the account of Sargon’s 
reign from year 720 (second regnal year), referring 
to it as the king’s first pali. From then until 
711 or 712, the date of its composition, Sargon’s 
yearly campaigns are enumerated as palii’s, ef. 


List of Fragments 


Publication Column 
K. 1668a + | Winckler pl. 45 A-F IV/V 
1671 
K. 1668b + _ pl. 44 V-VIII 
D.T. 6 
K. 1669 es pl. 45 Ill 
K. 1672 = pl. 45 VI/VII 
K. 1673 " pl. 46 I1/IIl 
K. 4818 " pl. 46 I/VIIl 
K. 8536 si “ (‘Unnume VI 
riert’’) 
Sm. 2021 + | partly Winckler pl. 45 1V/V 
82-5-22,8 
Sm. 2022 - pl. 45 VI/VII 
Sm. 2049 app. of article VI/VII 
Sm. 2050 partly Winckler pl. 45 VII/VIII 
Rm. 2, 92 app. of article I 
79-7-8, 14 Winckler pl. 45 III/IV 
82-5-22,8: unpublished; ef. fn. 286 


see Sm. 

2021 
Part I of this article. The actual figures pre- 
served in the fragments of the prism are: the 
8th pali (S. 2021, II); and the 9th palé (in S. 
2022, 11). Weidner demonstrated that 79-7-8 , 14, 
I should be assigned to the 5th and 6th pali’s, 
while the conquest of Gurgum (Marqasa) belongs 
to the 10th pali of the prism. 

The total of the preserved or partially preserved 
lines is 432. Each column averaged 150 lines, so 
that the Prism — when complete — should have 
comprised about 1200 Il. and was about 45 em. 
high. According to Weidner’s estimation in AfO 
XIV, 41, the duplicate prism from Assur was 
probably even higher and comprised between 960 
and 1440 lines. Since the last recorded cam- 
paign in the Prism is that against Gurgum in 
711, the lower date for its composition would be 
710 — four years before the completion of the 
Khorsabad Annals. A strange peculiarity of the 
Prism is that it leaves a margin between the first 
line and the upper edge (Rm. 2, 92) and between 
the last line and the lower edge (K. 4818). In the 
first column the space was filled by a heading 
which we were unable to decipher. The last 
column has a subscript “‘[x x x of] Sargon King of 
Assyria’. (ibid, p. XII). The same peculiarity of 
leaving the upper and lower ‘borders’ is ob- 
served in the Assur duplicate. 
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Col. I Col. I 


Upper edge 
Rm. 2, 92 (11 ll.) Introduction?*! 


K. 1673, I (not readable) 


1]. )233 


K. 4818, I (1 1.)?% 


Lower edge 


281. Published below, appendix 1. 

282. All that is preserved is i-'na' in the beginning 
of the last line, written in a relatively large script. 

283. We have tentatively assigned this fragment to 
cols. II-III. This is done chiefly on external grounds: the 
fragment is badly vitrified and should belong to the top 
of the prism. ‘KUR!A-ra-zi-[x| in the readable right 
col. (Winckler, pl. 46) could be AraziaS in Media (Bou 
dou, Orientalia 36/38, p. 19). 

284. The main problem of K. 1669 is the purpose of 
the ruling after |. 25 and the reading of the number in 
1. 26. Winckler copied (II, pl. 45, b) the end of ‘‘5.”’ 
Luckenbill (AR IT §205), who collated the fragments, re 
garded this number as 5 and read “. . . fifth ecampaign(?) 

Accordingly ll. 1-25 with the account of the war 
against KisSesim were assigned to Sargon’s 4th (Annals 
5th) campaign. In addition to the chronological diffi 
culties stemming from this distribution, the designation 
of Sargon’s yearly wars by girré instead of palé is un 
attested. A close examination of the original has shown 
that the second sign on 1. 26 is not "GIR ' but "LU | 
reading supported by Winckler’s copy. Therefore the 
new section, starting with |. 26, below the ruling, began 
with the names of five or even six officials, who were 
probably appointed over conquered provinces in Sargon’s 
fifth pala (ef. the ‘“‘six districts’? captured and reorgan 
ized in the fifth campaign — 716. Annals [Lie], 99). 

285. Duplicated by the prism-fragment VAT 8424, 
col. B. See above, Pt. III, 1 and fn. 182. On the extent 
of the account of the 6th pala, see fn. 288. 

286. A new join by C. J. Gadd, Iraq 16 (1954), 174. 
The fragments, and specially 82-5-22,8, are badly vitri 
fied. The readable passages refer to the war against 
Urartu and are partly duplicated by Huitiéme Cam 
pagne, ll. 103, 127-129. 


] BRAT EREEAEX 

2 x.x a-na KUR Ur-ar-ti x x x 

3 ™Ur-sa-a KUR Ur-ar-ta-a-a 

4 wm-ma-an-|Su id-kam-ma x x (Huitiéme Campagne 


1. 103). 


Reconstrucetiy 


Col. III Col. IV 


Upper edge 


Sm. 2021, I + 82-5-22,8; pa 


20 11.286 
K. 1673, IT [palé 5], 11 11.258 


ll K. 1668a + 1671, I; 


1.287 


K. 1669 pala 5, 33 11.284 


79-7-8, 14, 1; pald 5, 8 11. 
pala 6, 9 11.2% 


79-7-8,14, II; pala 7, 


5 x x x KUR) di-i 


8 x x x x URU MAS/BAR x 


9 x G8-kun-ma % x 
10 DINGIR A.LAL.SAR x 
11 ru-ugq-ti il-[li-ka-nim-ma] (op. cit., 1. 127) 


I~@xxxulte 

13 ntsé an-|hu-us-si-in ul |ué-Sap-Si-ih-ma| (cbid., 
1. 129). 

14 x ul a&-qi uS-man-nu | | (¢bid.). 

287. Transcribed and translated in Huitiéme Cam 
pagne, pp. 76-81. 

288. Duplicating Huitiéme Campagne, ll. 389-392 
(Weidner AfO 14 p. 40). In order to allow for a sufficient 
space for the account of the 6th pald in the left col. of 
79-7-8,14 it is necessary to extend the narrative of the 
8th campaign in the right column by the same number 
of lines. Accordingly we have to assume that the missing 
lower part of Col. IV of the reconstructed prism con 
tained a number of some other items, in addition to II. 
393-401 of Huitigme Campagne. The account of the 6th 
pala (715) would therefore be relatively brief. 26 lines 
are devoted to it in the Annals. If we delete the con 
quest of Kimirra in B‘t Hamban (below, p. 92) and the 
tribute of Pir’u (above, p. 78), as events which have 
already taken place in 716, we are left with 16 lines of the 
Annals, the equivalent of about 35 lines in the prism. 

That the account of 715 was rather brief could be 
proven also from VAT 8424 (AfO 14, 43). The 6th pala 
begins there at the lower part of Col. B, whereas the 8th 
pala starts already at the bottom of column C. Most of 
Col. C (about 180 lines) should have therefore contained 
about 150 lines of the “‘8th Campaign”’ of 714, (extending 
over the whole Col. IV of the reconstructed Nineveh 
prism). We are left then with about 30 lines for the 
events of 715. 

289. Duplicating Huitiéme Camp., 1. 402. See above 
in. 7. 

290. For the join, see above p. 88. Translation: 
Luckenbill, AR IT §207-212. 





ineveh 


per edge 


2021, ] 


Ka IT + 


TEW6Sb + 


ol 


struet 


4 


neveh Prism 


Col. V Col. VI 
er edge 
2021, 11; pala 7, 6 11.289 
pala 8, 5 ll. 
+ K. 1671 ; 
LDT 61 pali 8, 
63 11.29° 


Sm. 2022, 1; pala 8, 10 11.2%! 


sa II 
66St 


K. 1668b + D.T. 6, II; pala 8 
10 11.2% 


) 


Sm. 2049 I; pala 8, 11 11.293 
K. 1672, I; pala 8, 10 11.2% 
K. 8536; pala 8, 6 11.2% 


291. Badly 


mun-nab-tu (3) 


The 


za-at 


readable words (2) 
KUR-i (6) 
They seem to describe the 
episode with Dalta, when fugitives (munnabti) fled from 
Ellipi. Cf. below, p. 95 under 713. 
292. For translation, see Luckenbill, AR IT $191-192. 
293. Published below, appendix -1-. 


vitrified. are: 


ma-an [mun-nla-ab-tu 


a-St-bu-ut (7) @&-lu-ul-ma. 


294. Landsberger, Sam’al, p. 73. 

295. A small fragment from the better preserved part 
of the column. Winckler II, pl. 46a, ‘‘unnumeriert’’: 
‘KUR’ Qu-e are mentioned (ll. 3, 4). 
tefers to the affair of Hullt of Tabal (Annals, 198-199). 

296. Luckenbill AR II §214 and fn. 206, above. 

297. Transcribed and translated by Winckler I, 186; 
cf.,above, fn. 215. 

298. L. 


and ™U’r-sa-la| 


1 mentions KUR ‘Mar '{-qa-sa]. The rest 
seems to describe the fall of Tarbulara. 

299. A very small fragment resembling K. 1672 in 
colour. L. 3 mentions Gur-gu-me. 

300. The preserved signs are (Winckler’s ‘“‘Prism A’’. 
Bd. II, pl. 44; section E-F duplicating Annals, 214 ff., as 
recognized by Weidner AfO 14, p. 51, n. 30) 


I 
1. URU | 


i-na ‘lib! [bi u-Se-rib 
1. 214 

6. ki-i "Sa! [™Gu-un-zi-na-nu 
ibid. 215/6 

7. URU Lu-ulh-sa URU Pur 


ibid. 217 


} = Annals (Lie) 
e-mid-su-nu-ti| 


tir URU An-mu-ur-ru] 


8. URU [Ki-a-ka URU An-du-ar-sa-li-a] ibid. 
217 

9. eli KUR [Ur-ar-ti %-dan-ni-na masartu|] ibid. 
218 

10. URU U[-si URU U-si-an URU U-ar-gi-in 
pa-a- ti] ibid. 218 


11. KUR Mu-us-[ki ad-di-ma Sa la mu-se-e as-ba-ta] 
ibid. 219 
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K. 1668b + D.T. 6, III; pala 9, 
48 ]].297 
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Col. VII Col. VIII 





Sm. 2022, II; pala 8, 11 11.296 


pala 9, 3 ll. 
K. 1668b + D.T. 6, IV; pala 10, 
17 11.300 


Sm. 2049 II; pala 10, 15 11.298 
K. 1672, II; pala, 10, 8 ll. 2% 
Sm. 2050 I; pala 10, 6 11.299 


2050 II, 4 11.30 


K. 4818, II 
10 1].302 
Lower edge. 


curses, epilogue, 


12. KA.MES-Su (URU El-li-bir URU Si-in-da-ra-ra] 
ibid. 219/20 

13. eli UN'MES! [x x x ar-ku-us 
mMut-tal-lu KUR Kum-mu-hi-a-a] 

14. G3-Su la 
ibid. 220/1 


a-na KUR 
ibid. 220/1 


na '-[pa-ar-ka-a ad-di-in] 


or 


. i-na UD-[me-su-ma ka-tim-ti KUR.MES Sa KUR 


Hat-ti ip-pe-te | ibid. 222 
16. t-na |[timé palé-ia u-bil-lu-nim-ma ak-ku-ma 
bu-Se-e KUR | ibid. 223 
17. tik (or DU[R] [ e 
18. 78 “x! [| _ 
301. Only traces of the initial signs preserved: (2) 
f r 


‘ma ' (3) ni! (5) “i. 


302. Written in a very small script. The scribe ap- 
parently tried to squeeze the concluding lines into a rela- 
tively short space. He even wrote the last line over the 
ruling, which marked the margin at the bottom of the 
prism. He was compelled then to mark another ruling 
at the end, so that there are now two rulings at the 
bottom of Col. VIII. 

We could read several signs in addition to those pub- 
lished in Winckler’s copy (Bd. II, pl. 46a): 


| ix x | | 

2. | .) ca | | 

| a-na alr-ka-at aime} 

es | | e-nu-ma bit ziq-qur-r{at ] 

5. | | el -na-hu an-hu-te-Su x [ ] 

6. [MU].SAR-e LUGAL.MES-ni AD.MES-ja a-na 
* x 

‘a 44-]"nim) 41M ik-ri-bi-Su i-3im-mu-u 


8. [8a MU.SAR]-ta 78-tu G3-ri-8u ué-nak-ka-ru 
9. [4A-nim 4IJIM DINGIR.MES GAL.MES iz-zi-is 
10. [lik-kil-mu-su] zér-8u i-na mati li-hal-li-qu 


On the margin: |[ j= LUGAL.GILNA LUGAL 


KUR As+8ur' KI 1. 
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From the curse-formula in K. 4818 it is evident 
that it was intended to serve as a foundation in- 
scription for the Anu-Adad temple in Assur. The 
partially obliterated line 7 of that _ragment reads 
(transcribed in note 302) ‘‘Anu and Adad will hear 
his prayers’. However, no building activity from 
the time of Sargon’s reign was revealed in Andrae’s 
excavation of that temple. We may then ad- 
vance the assumption that Sargon did not carry 
out his intention to renew the Anu-Adad temple 
and that the prism composed for this purpose was 
subsequently used for the rebuilding of the Assur 
temple (in Assur), only the subscript and the 
building description in the last column had to be 
changed. This assumption would explain well 
the existence of the fragment VAT 8424 (AfO 14, 
13, see above p. 88) in the Assur temple in Assur. 
The Prism could then be regarded as a product 
of the “Assur School’, different in style and 
character from the ‘“Kalah School’’, as evident 
from the fragmentary prism recently found in 
Nimrud, published by Gadd in Iraq XVI pl. 
14-51. The Nineveh copy of the Prism might 
originally have come from Assur. If the recon- 
structed ‘“‘Ninevite”’ copy is to be considered as a 
draft for a historical Prism-inscription of Sargon, 
then the numerous erasures might well be ex- 
plained. These, in addition to the bad state of 
preservation, make the reading of the fragments 
of the Prism very difficult. The assumption 
that the Nineveh Prism is a “draft inscription” 
will account for the unusually rough writing, so 
different from the pedantic calligraphy of the 
prism-inscriptions of Sargon found in situ in 
Khorsabad and in Nimrud. It will account also 
for the uneven spacing, especially in the last 
column, where the signs at the top are much 
larger than those in the concluding lines at the 
bottom (Kx. 4818). 

The last peculiar feature of this prism is the 
writing of the divine names: Assur is written there 
regularly as 4“A.LAL.SAR (passim)* and Samas 
as “SA.MAS**. This consistent writing of the 


303. This old way of writing ASSur’s name is known 
from the inscriptions of Samsi-Adad I (e.g. KAH.I, 
2, 1. 4), from the Hammurabi Code IV, 58 and a few 
other examples (ef. Jastrow, Religion, I, 208; RLA I, 196 
and recently W. W. Hallo, JNES 15 (1956), 225. 

304. In K. 1668 + D.T. 6, “D’’, 34. This crypto- 
graphic writing is attested in Johns ADD 809, rev. 22 
(written in the year 713 in Nineveh) and in CT 25 38, 
82-22, 573, 1. 10. 


Strupies, Vou. 12 (1958) 


name of Assur is not attested in any other in- 
scription of Sargon. In the Khorsabad Annals 
the usual form is “A-Sur or 4AS + Sur; in the Cylin- 
der Inscription it usually is ¢A-sur. In the Nimrud 
Prism and in the building inscriptions from Assur 
the writing is An-Sar (ef. fn. 231 above). 


9 
” 


Our reconstruction of the Nineveh Prism has 
revealed that it deviates occasionally from the 
Khorsabad Annals as to the order of some mili- 
tary events and their dating. It seems that in 
every instance the sequence of the campaigns as 
given in the prism is authentic, while the devia- 
tions in the Annals are due to the arbitrary 
changes introduced by the compilers. 

The most significant of those changes are the 
following: 

(a) The conquest of Kimirra in Bit Hamban is 
placed in the Prism, Col. II (Kk. 1669) in 716, 
While in the Annals (1. 116, Lie) it is related 
among the exploits of 715. Here the Annals 
seem to have post-dated the campaign in order 
to expand the brief narrative of 715 (See fn. 288). 

(b) The possibility that the tribute of Pir’u of 
Kgypt took place in 716, not in 715 as in the 
Annals, has already been suggested in Pt. III of 
this article (and see fn. 288). 

(c) The section dealing with Ashdod and the 
campaigns in Asia Minor presents major difficul- 
ties. There is a basic discrepancy between the 
order and the dating of these events in the Annals 
and in the Prism. 

The Eponym Chronicle C4 (see above, part IV, 
1) furnishes the fixed point: 711 = the campaign 
against Marqasa-Gurgum. In the preceding year 
(712), Sargon was in Assyria ina mate 
and did not personally conduct any campaign. 
The war with Gurgum is dated in the Annals to 
711, the 11th paléi. Consequently, one must 
assume that in the Prism it was also dated in 711, 
which would correspond to the 10th pali of the 
prism. Hence, either a new heading: “in my 
10th pala”’ should be restored in the lacuna be- 
tween S. 2022, II and 8. 2049, II, or the 9th palé 
of the Prism, at the beginning of the account 
about Ashdod, would correspond to Sargon’s 11th 
year, 712. If we accept the first possibility and 
restore 7-na 10 BAL-a just before the affair with 
Gurgum, then the campaign against Ashdod would 
be the only event recorded for 712 and the section 





ld 


yn 





TapmMor: THE CAMPAIGNS OF SARGON It OF ASSUR 93 


Prism 

Col. VII 

pali 9 
S. 2022, II, 12-16: Against Ashdod 
K. 1668b + D.T. 6, I1T: Ashdod — cont 
S. 2049, II: Gurgum 
KX. 1672, Il: Gurgum, cont. 
K. 2050, I: Gurgum, cont. 


Col. VIII 
{Melid?} 
K. 1668b + D.T. 6, IV: Luhsu 
Usi, ete. 


fortified 
Building activity 
accumulation of minerals 


under the 9th pali would be relatively brief. 
Accordingly, the account of the war against 
Melid has to be restored in the missing upper part 
of Col. VIII of the Prism, just before the section 
dealing with the fortification of Luhsu and other 
cities (KX. 1668 + D.T. 6, IV). Thus all the 
events recorded under the 10th palié in the Annals 
(712), must have occurred in 711 (10th pali of 
the Prism). The shift from their original position 
in the Prism to the section where they are now 
found in the Annals would be due to the intention 
of the Khorsabad scribes to extend the brief 
narrative of the events of 712. The shift of the 
campaign against Ashdod from 712 (in the Prism) 
to 711 (in the Annals) would be a part of those 
editorial changes. 

The difficulty in accepting this suggestion is 
that this shift of the affair with Ashdod seems to 
be entirely inexplicable and purposeless: had the 
Ashdod-campaign been recorded under 712 and 
had the Khorsabad scribes wanted to extend this 
brief section of 712, they would have added the 
war with Melid without causing major structural 
changes. 

The other way to solve this crux is to accept 
Weidner’s hypothesis*”® that, since no major war 
was conducted during 712, the compilers of the 
Prism skipped over that year and recorded the 
campaigns of 711 under the 9th pali. Conse- 
quently one would have to assume that during 
the year entered as ina mate in the Eponym 
Chronicle no military enterprise of any sort had 


305. AfO XIV, pp. 52-53. See also above, fn. 23. 


Annals 


pala 10 — 712 
Lines 204-217 (Lie): Fall of Melid 
Lines 217-221: Luhsu, Usi, ete. fortified 
Lines 222-234: accumulation of metals and pre- 
cious stones in Assyria. 


pali 11 


Lines 1—5 (Lie, p. 38): Gurgum conquered 
Lines 243-262: Ashdod 


taken place, so that the compilers of the Prism 
could not record any battle for 712. 

It seems, however, that the seribes of the 
Khorsabad Annals could not allow any gap in 
their exposition of Sargon’s wars (see above, p. 
36f.).. Moreover, it is not very likely that the 
authors of the Prism, composing it in 711 or in 
710, would skip over the year 712, even if the 
king did spend the year ina mate. In similar 
cases When Sargon stayed in Assyria, in 713, 708, 
706, the wars were conducted by his generals and 
were recorded accordingly. For 708, C>4 records: 
“Kummuh conquered’; C6: “[the king stayed 
in Babylon], the Magnates against Kummuh’’, 
whereas the Babylonian Chronicle records simply : 
“Year 14, the king (was) in the Land’. (In 
Babylonian terms this would mean that the king 
stayed in Babylonia)**®. Moreover, the practice 
of skipping over a year in a historical account 
arranged according to yearly campaigns is un- 
paralleled. The only case Weidner could adduce 
for the omission of a pali when the king remained 
ina mate is the passage under discussion. 

In conclusion, we do not possess any decisive 
means to choose between the two possibilities. 
We prefer the first, with all its limitations, namely 
that the 9th pali of the Prism refers to 712, and 
that the [10th pali] has to be restored before 
S. 2049; therefore the campaign against Ashdod 
is dated to 712 and the conquest of Gurgum to 
reo 8 


306. In 707 the king returned from Babylon; see the 
entries in C>4 and C6. 
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Together with the shift of the pertinent pas- 
sages from 711 in the Prism to 712 in the Annals, 
the Khorsabad scribes seem to have transferred 
from Col. VIII of the Prism the section recording 
the discovery and the accumulation of metals and 
precious stones by Sargon. It is likely that in its 
original position in the Prism it was a literary 
bridge between the historical narrative and the 
building inscription proper. These natural re- 
sources were collected by Sargon to be used by 
him for the building of the Anu-Adad Temple in 
Assur. In the Annals this section (ll. 222-234) 
has no connection with any building activity. 
The original concluding passage in the Prism, 
namely, that all these minerals were used for the 
building of the Anu-Adad Temple, was replaced 
234): 


in the Annals by the following lines (Il. 232 
“A fortune without number, not seen by my 


forefather, I heaped up in my city Dur-Sarrukin, 
so that the rate of silver in the Land of Assyria 
was fixed like that of copper’”*”’. 


4 

In the light of the suggested reconstruction of 
the Eponym Chronicle and the Nineveh Prism we 
list the yearly activities of Sargon according to 
the main sources (‘‘Prunkinschriften” and similar 
documents of distinctly non-chronological charac- 
ter are not included). 

The following abbreviations are used below: 


C>4, C6 = The Eponym Chronicles, treated 
above under IV, 1; B.C. = The Babylonian 
Chronicle (ed. Delitzsch, ef. fn. 259); P = our 
Nineveh Prism; A = The Annals of Khorsabad 


(ed. Lie); Py = VAT 8424 (from Assur, AfO 
XIV p. 43). 
722: rés-Sarriti: 
C>4: not preserved. 
B.C.: “On Tebet 12 Sargon came to the 
throne’. Year 1 of Merodach. Baladan 
(Col. I, 31-32) 
P: not preserved. 
A: r[é§ Sarriiti|]: against Samaria (ll. 10-18). 
[See above, Pt. II, 1]. 


: Year 1: 


C>4: not preserved. 


~J 
bo 
— 


P: not preserved. 


307. The scribe could have meant something else, but 
ina girth mat 4ASsur mahiru kaspi kima siparri t8immu, 
as the sentence stands now, is quite obscure and the 
meaning of this reform is still to be guessed. 


A: [Ist pali]: defeat of Humbanigas of Elam 
at Dér. [An antedated entry, see above, 
p. 38.] 


720: Year 2. 


C4: “[Against Hatt]i’’ = Syria (ef. fn. 263). 
B.C.: The battle between Elam and Assyria 
at Dér [ll. 33-37] (see above p. 38) 

“Assur Charter” (Luckenbill, AR II Nos. 
133-135): defeat of Humbanigas at Dér; 
Fall of Hamath and Gaza (Il. 16-18) [see 
above p. 37] 

P: not preserved. 

A: pali 2 (numbering preserved): quelling 
of the rebellion in Syria, reconquest of 
Samaria; fall of Gaza and Raphiah (Il. 
23-58). 

719: Year 3: 

C4: The military entry is broken. The 
religious entry: ‘‘[God x has en]tered his 
Temple.” 

P: not preserved. 

A: pali 3: against some cities in the land of 
the Manneans and on the border of Urartu 
(Il. 58-68) 

718: Year 4: 

Ch4: “[against Ta]bal’”’ 

P: not preserved. 

A: pala 4: conquest of Sinuhtu (ll. 68-71). 
The entry in C6 has to be identified with 
the campaign in the Annals. Sinuhtu is 
located in Tabal and Kiaki of Sinuhtu is 
referred to as Kiaki of Tabal in the Nimrud 
Inscription, |. 11 [see above, fn. 262]. 


ba | 
~I 


: Year 5: 

C4: restored ‘‘[against Carchemish]’’ or 
“lagainst the City of Hatti (= Syria))’’. 
The foundations of Dir-Sarrukin (Khorsa- 
bad) were laid” [see above, fn. 263]. 

A. 16496: [4th pali| Carchemish [see above, 
Ps. 3, Oi. 

P: not preserved. 

A: 5th pali: The annexation of Carchemish 
(ll. 72-78). 

716: Year 6: 
C4: “lagainst the cijty of the Mannaeans”’. 


The city could be identified with /zirtu 
of the Annals, Il. 86-87. 





~ 


«J 


el 
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A. 16496: palié 5: against Ullusunu the 
Mannaean. 

Py: 5th pali: against the country of the 
Manneans, Allabria, Pattira (P, Col. I 
ll. 1-22). KiSesim conquered and renamed 
Kar-?Mas-mas. Mention of Kimirra 
and Bit-Hamban (Ix. 1669). Campaign 
near the Egyptian border. Tribute of 
Silkanni King of Musri (Px II, 1-11; P: 
79-7-8 , 14, I, 1-8). 

A: palit 6: Against Mannai, Karalla, Alla- 
bria; Conquest of Izirtu; Kisesim (renamed 
Kar-?Mas-mas). Harhar conquered (Il. 
79-100) 

715: Year 7: 

C4: “(The cities x and y were conquered: 
govjernors were appointed” [ef. fn. 264]. 

P: 6th pali: Against Ursa of Urartu and 
against Mannai. (P, II, 12-25; P: 79-7- 
8,14 I, 9-16). 

A: palii 7: New rebellion in Mannai quelled, 
tribute from Nairi: revolt near Harhar; 
conquest of Kimirra in Bit-Hamban. Mil- 
itary activities in Que (Cilicia). Deporta- 
tion of Arabian tribes to Samaria; tribute 
of Pir’u king of Egypt (Il. 101-126) [See 
above p. 78]. 

714: Year 8: 

The ‘Letter to Assur”: A most detailed 
description of the campaign against Urartu 
and Musasir dated in the limmu of IStar- 
diiri (714)*". 

C4: “{Against Urar]tu; the city of Musasir; 
Haldia”. What one would expect here is 
URU Musasir kasid “Haldia nasa, ‘‘The 
city of Musasir taken. The god Haldia 
carried (to Assyria).’”’ The omission of 
these two verbs as well as of the divine 
determinative of Haldia cannot be ade- 
quately elucidated; perhaps it is an abbre- 
viated entry in which the verbs are 
omitted; else one is compelled to assume 
that it is due to a scribal error, a most 
uncommon feature in the Eponym Chron- 
icle. 

P: pali 7: Against Rusa of Urartu: List of 
heavy booty taken from Musasir (P,4 most 
of the missing part of Col. III; P: 8S. 2021 

308. F. Thureau-Dangin, Huitiéme Campagne; Luck- 
enbill, AR II No. 139-178. 


+ 82-5-22,8; K. 1671 + 1668a, I; 79-7-8, 
14, I; S. 2021, I] [the concluding lines 
duplicated by P, II, 2—12}). 
A: Tribute of the Manneans and the Medes. 
The campaign against Urartu and Musasir 
(Il. 127-165). 
713: Year 9: 

C4: Reconstructed: “(The king stayed in 
Assyria.| The Magnates (fought) in El- 
lipi. [The god x] entered a new temple. 
[The return of god Haldia t]o Musasir”’ 
ICf. above, p. 86]. 

: Mention of ASSur-le’i of Karalla (S. 2021, 
II, 7-9), defeat of AdA& of Surda (KK. 1671 
+ 1668a, II + K. 1668b + D.T. 6) (See 
above, p. 88); defeat of AmitaSsi, Karalla 
is organized as a province; against the land 
of Haphi; Ullusunu the Mannean pays 
tribute. Beginning of the ‘‘Daltaé Epi- 
sode”’: rebels of Ellipi drive Daltaé out of 
his country (KK. 1671 + 1668a, IT); certain 
refugees (from Ellipi) are mentioned (8S. 
2022, 1; ef. fn. 291); the Assyrians re- 
establish Dalt&é over Ellipi (IK. 1668b + 
D.T. 6, II, 1-83). List of the cities in 
Media that paid tribute (ibid., ll. 14-41). 
The campaign to Tabal: Hulli of Tabal is 
mentioned (K. 8536). The army of the 
Assyrian governors in the Western prov- 


- 


inces is assembled [for the war against 
Tabal}*°? (K. 1672, I); Sargon, while in 
Sikris in Media, accepts the submission of 
Matti of Atuna (in Asia Minor) after the 
latter took fright at the defeat of Ambaris 
(S. 2022, II, 1-11) [ef. fn. 206]. 

A: pali 9: Against Ellipi, Media, Karalla, 
[Sujrda. The affair with Dalté; Tabal 
conquered and turned into a province; its 
king, Ambaris of Bit-Buruttas, carried off 
to Assyria; Cilicia turned into a province 
(Il. 165-204). 

712: Year 10: 

C>4: “(The king stayed] in the land”’. 

P: pali 9: The campaign against Ashdod. 
(S. 2022, II, 14-16; K. 1668b + D.T. 6, 
III, 1-48). 

A: pali 10: The fall of Melid (Kammanu) 


(ll. 204-217). Fortification of Luhsu and 


309. According to the interpretation of Landsberger 
in Sam’al, p. 73. 
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other cities against Urartu, and founding 
of Usi and other two fortresses on the 
border of Muski (ll. 217-219). Accumu- 
lation of building stones and metals in 
Nineveh (ll. 222-234). [On the discrep- 
ancy between the Annals and the Prism, 
see above, p. 94]. 
Zit: Year ti: 

C4: Against Marqasa. 

P: [pala 10]: The campaign to Gurgum 
(Marqasa) (S. 2049, II; K. 1672, II; K. 
2050); Fortification of Luhsu; Usi and 
Muski are mentioned (K. 1667b + D.T. 
6, IV). Building activity: accumulation 
of building materials in Nineveh (cbid. I, 
15-17). 

A: pali 11: The conquest of Gurgum (Lie, 
p. 38, 1-5). The conquest of Ashdod (Il. 
249-262). [On the date of these cam- 
paigns see above, p. 92f]. 

710: Year 12: 

C4: Against Bit-Zéri. The king stayed in 
Kish. 

B.C.: Year 12: Merodach-Baladan defeated; 
Sargon king of Babylon (Col. II, 1-5). 
A: 12th pali: Against Merodach-Baladan. 
The Gambulu tribes on the Uqnd River 
are defeated, Merodach-Baladan leaves 
Babylon and goes to Iatburu to ask for 
the help of the Elamites. Sargon enters 
Babylon; in Nisan he takes the leading 
part in the procession of Marduk and 
“Seizes the hands of Bél” (ll. 262-390; 

Lie, p. 58). 

This is the first year of Sargon as king of 
Babylon*®. In the Eponym Chronicle, 
Sargon’s participation in the akitu is men- 
tioned under 709. Most of 710 was de- 
voted to the war against the Aramaean 
tribes. Bit-"Zéri is not mentioned in the 
Annals at all. Its existence is proven by 
the references to a certain mdr ™Zéri, 
apparently the king of Bit-Zeri, in Harper 
ABL 502 and 830. In ABL 502 the 
writer notifies Sargon that mdr Zeri and 
his troops stay in Kish. ABL 830 men- 
tions the tribes of Itu’a, Rubu’a, [Li]ta’a 

310. For the chronological attestation of Sargon’s 
reign in Babylonia see RLA IT, p. 415. 


and Rahiha (=Rahiqa). ABL 962 re- 
ports that three kdsiru’s from mdr Zeri’s 
contingent had deserted to the Assyrians. 
All three letters could be dated to Sargon’s 
Babylonian Campaign in 710. The exact 
location of Bit ™Zerz7 is unknown. 
709: Year 13: 

C4: “Sargon seizes the hands of Bél’’. 

B.C. Year 13: 
Bél” (II, 6) 

A: 13th pali: War against the Aramaean 
tribes in Babylonia; submission of Mita of 
Muski and of Uperi of Dilmun; Kummuh 
conquered and turned into a province (Lie, 
p. 58-72). The account of paliéi 13 in the 
Annals is not fully preserved. Due to its 
fragmentary state one cannot decide 


“Sargon seizes the hands of 


whether a part of the material assigned to 
this pali belongs in fact to 708. 


708: Year 14: 


C>4: “The city of Kummuh conquered. A 
governor appointed”’. 

C6: “[The king stayed in Babylon.| The 
magnates (fought) against Kummuh |... 

meen ig 

B.C.: Year 14: “The king (stayed) in the 
Land” (II, 7). 

A: [l4th pali]. Death of Dalta of Ellipi. 
Conquest of Marubisti (Lie, p. 72-74). 
Knd of the historical part of the Annals. 
Winckler had tentatively assigned this 
section to the 14th palit. On the other 
hand it seems that the fall of Kummuh and 
Melid is recorded in the Annals under the 
13th pali (709). There is a discrepancy 
between C4, C6, and B.C. as to the part 
that Sargon himself played in the conquest 
of Kummuh. 

707: Year 15. 

C>4: “The king returned from Babylon .. . 
(with) the booty of Dur-Iakin. The city 
of Dur-Jakin destroyed; The gods of Dur- 
Sarrukin entered their (new) temples”. 

C6: “(The king] returned [from Babylon]. 
The Magnates carried off the booty of 
Dur-lakin. On the 22nd of Tasritu, the 
gods of Dur-Sarrukin [entered their (new) 
temples]. 
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B.C.: Year 15: The gods of the Sea-Land 
returned. Pestilence in Assur (II, 8). 
During this year the Khorsabad Annals 
and the Display Inscriptions were com- 
posed, on the occasion of the Inauguration 
of Sargon’s new capital, Dir-Sarrukin 
(KKhorsabad), which took place during 706. 

706: Year 16: 

Ch4: “(The king (stayed) in Assyria;] the 
Magnates in Karalla. [The city of Dir- 
Sarrukin inaugurated.| Tributes were ac- 
capes. 5 

C6: “The king in Assyria. The Magna|tes 
in Karalla]. On the 6th of Iyyar the 
city of Dur-Sarrukin was inaugurated; 
[tributes were accepted.|”’ 


705: Year 17: 


C6: “The king [against Tabal ....] against 


KSpai the Kulummaean. [...... | The 
king was killed. The camp of the king of 


Assyria [was taken ...... |. On the 12th 
of Abu, Sennacherib, son [of Sargon, took 
his seat on the throne].’”’ There is no 
information from any other source on the 
last war of Sargon, nor any plausible 
identification of the Kulummaeans*! 
B.C.: [Year 17:}*" Sargon [went] against 


311. Streck identified the LU Kulummé with the 
people of the city of Kuluman in Media (ZA 15, p. 366). 
Lehmann-Haupt in Klio 16 (1920) p. 340 suggested lo 
cating Sargon’s last battle in Southern Babylonia. 
Olmstead (p. 157) and Sidney Smith (CAH III, 59) con- 
sidered ESpai to be the chieftain of the Cimmerians who, 
during the reign of Sargon, exerted heavy pressure on 
Urartu (ABL 112; 146: 197; Thureau-Dangin, Huitiéme 
Campagne, p. XIV). The same view is upheld now by 
I. M. Dyakonov, Istoriya Midii (Leningrad 1956) p. 236. 
The main proof for it is adduced from a hypothetical 
restoration in ABL 473 (see above fn. 138), which is con- 
cerned with the death of a king, lamented by the people 
of the city Assur: KUR Gi-m{ir-ra-a]in1.18. According 
to Dyakonov (Vestnik Drevney Istorii 1951. No. 2, p 
352/3) it might perhaps imply that Sargon’s body was 
brought from the land of the Cimmerians. It should, 
however, be recalled that according to K. 4730, obv. 
8-9;20 (see fn. 315 below) Sargon was not buried in ‘‘his 
house’. This may mean that either his corpse was cre- 
mated at the battlefield or that it was not recovered from 
the enemy (see now W. v. Soden, Herrscher im Alten 
Orient, 1954, p. 103). 
Sargon’s last war with his campaign in Tabal, recorded 
under [year 17] = 705 in the Babylonian Chronicle IT, 
9-10. See the following note. 


We tend, however, to connect 
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Tabal; [was killed in the war. On the 12th 
of Abu, Sennacherib, son of Sargon, sat on 
the throne.]’’ (II, 9)". 

The death of a king on a battlefield, killed in 
action, is as yet unparalleled in the history of 
Mesopotamia*™. Sennacherib had to investigate 
closely into the hidden reasons of his father’s death 
in order to find out what were the sins (hitatz) of 
Sargon.*!® 


Appendix 
ni 

In this connection we publish here the prism- 
fragments Rm. 2, 92 and 8S. 2049. The third 
fragment 82-5-22,8 (joined by C. J. Gadd to 
S. 2021) is vitrified and hardly readable (our 
readings are based on copies by the late Prof. 
W. F. Geers, checked now by new photographs 
and collations. I wish to thank Mr. R. D. Bar- 
nett, Keeper of the Dept. of Western Asiatic 
Antiquities, The British Museum, for permission 
A. Leo 
Oppenheim for enabling me to use the files of the 
late Prof. Geers. 


to publish these inscriptions; and Prof. 











Rm. 2, 92 


312. CT 34 pl. 44 Col. Il. The last section of the 
column reads: | LUGAL.GI|JN ana KUR Ta-ba-lu 
| |. Winekler and Delitzsch restored: [MU 16 
Sarru-ki|n; ana Ta-ba-lu {illik]. However, in his 16th 
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era oA ale his tale ae Gee ] Xx 
) op ee ee xyz 
8 SE rer et en 
SS) See | "LUGAL.GAL-a Sad-la kar-si 
_S ere | Sa an-na-su "ki'-[nu xx] 
6. [...¢b-bu]-a zi-kir-Su x x [x x] 
2 Ree | gi-pi-ir “A. L[AL.SAR] 
“I 
| ease | AN-e ne-su-t% x[x x] 
. | eee | ka-las Su-gi x [x x] 
eee 4Nul-"dim'-mud mu KUL x x[x x] 
| ae & yw oS 3 ae 
Col. I 
; y 
(ogee: 
Kes 
Py AY oR SIP 
4 =n 
S. 2049 
year = 706, Sargon stayed in Assyria, apparently in 


connection with the inauguration of Dur-Sarrukin, while 
“the Magnates’’ fought in Karalla (according to C4 
and C6). Therefore the restoration [year 17] = 705 
has to be preferred. 

313. The rest of the section is destroyed in both copies 
of the Chronicle. 
line of CT 35 34, Col. II do not justify any reading. We 
venture to assume that the broken section recorded the 
death of Sargon and the accession of Sennacherib, and 
offer a tentative restoration, as suggested here. 


The traces of the few signs in the last 


2 (1958) 


As the fragment is extremely vitrified, some of 
the readings are tentative. The superscripture 
could have contained the date or the name of the 
scribe. The traces in ll. 1-2 are not readable. 
In line 1, x x are two long horizontals. In line 2 
x is like us, y is like AN and z is like PAB. 
+-10 contain titles and phrases never found in 
Sargon. 


Lines 


other inscriptions of S 









. ee mal OLTT FERRE ps: 
iF MU Mee 

[5 ART 
oe TE LY [AIMS 
 eensmens 
2 OE (0-H 
ee a4 Khe a BTM pe} 
‘em EY S07 NUT EL TF OX, 
Rlllege SUT DBLP 9 8. 


* 


a SBT SETET ATE pa ET 






















314. The only other example was refuted in my article 
‘Historical Implications of the Correct Rendering of 
the Akkadian déku, JNES 17 (1958) pp. 131-132. 

315. The attempt of Sennacherib to discover what 
could have been the “‘sins of Sargon’’ that he ‘‘was not 
buried in his house’’ is the subject of K. 4730 (Winckler, 
Sammlung II, 52; Forschungen I, 410); to be treated by 
us elsewhere. 
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S. 2049 


Col. I 
fy Bcssiiaknercsuss |x ku y 
2. [...dt-td ™Dal-ta-a Sa KUJR El-li-" pi" 
Bo Riecauslee ee ™Da-ri-i Sa) "URU Sa-par- 
"da! 
t. [... ™U-ar-za-an Sa KUR U]q-qu-ti [x] 
St Are am-hu-ra] ka-bit-ti "GUN -[su or 
sun| 
le AEE ina imé paniti| ‘a'-na ™"Hul-li-i 
a ea Sar KUR Tabali libbi iléni| '7'- 
qu-ug-su-ma 
Se vikeneeeebes sa-pa-jah KUR-Ssu 
el eee ana qi-\rib KUR As+S8ur KI 
10. [wrasSu ....... | °x! hub-s 
PP Ratna ctentcacee | "a! -ter-ma 
Col. I] 
OMinisictaineseee Be IR are akc ee oe coe nklens 


2. [x x x t2-eli-cu-ma Sur [...........cceee. 
oeneneded 
3. [x x] rii-to-mme ma-a-lé [... 0. ccc cece s tcc 


| 


4. 1 (GING. CEERI wo ns ees eeiee ewes 


5. 'a'-na URU Za-i-ni URU [dan-nu-ti-su .... 


G. “C'=1 DAN TGOSOU oa ois ea cis wis oem eeinaeis 
7. “t"-gu-ug-ma ™Mull-tal-lu ... 2.0... ce ene 


| 


BS. al eae O48 B-6F88 ... 6... oc ccwccieceens 
9. it)-da-at LUGAL thence tesnwseess 


| 
10. ["] Qlu-bar-& DUMU AD-Su Sd[.......... 


| 


12. wma "tern a NA" |b ooo bid cc awele omen 

13. S¢t-mu-ru ur-Sa-an-[nis [...........005- | 

14. [x]-la-ab-Su v-mal-la-[a. . 0... cee ewe eee 

15. XXX MEME boc cess <cacwisaes 
Remarks 


Col. I: L. 2, ef. Annals, |. 192 (Lie). 
L. 3, ef. Huititme Campagne, |. 47. 
L. 4, ef. K. 1668 + D.T. 6, I, 1. 19. 


L. 10: for urasSu, “brought,” see Lie, p. 32, 1. 195. 


x is either zs or [sa]b. 


If our restoration is correct (ll. 6-11), then the 
story about Hulli would contain the following: 
(a) At the time of Salmaneser V, referred to as 
rubi alik paniia in Annals, 194 (Lie), the gods 
became angry at Hulli of Tabal (ll. 6-7), his land 
was destroyed (1. 8) and he was taken to Assyria. 
But Sargon reinstalled him over Tabal and re- 
turned (1. 11) to him his land (ef. Annals, 196 
198 [Lie}). 

Col. IT: L. 5: The city of Za-i-ni is unattested 
elsewhere. 

L. 10: We could not find any parallel to the 
tautology mar abisu — “the son of his father’. 

L. 13: ‘Wild like wild doves’. For ursdnu, 

“wild dove’”’, see B. Meissner, Beitrige z. Ass. 

Worterbuch IT p. 31. 

Using this rather poetic language, the author of 
this passage apparently describes the events in 
Gurgum, in connection with Sargon’s campaign 
of 711. When Mutallu killed his father Tarhu- 
lara, Sargon marched on Gurgum ‘“‘in the fury of 
his heart”? (Display Inser., |. 84), conquered 
Marqasa and turned it into a province. Though 
we cannot guess the meaning of each fragmentary 
line it seems that the general sense of Col. II fits 
into the brief narrative of the Annals (Lie, p. 38, 
ll. 1-5). 


BS 


The fragment K. 4471, which refers to Sargon’s 
war against Merodach-Baladan in 710, is written 
in a style very similar to the ‘“‘Azeqah-fragment”’ 
(above, Pt. III, 3). It has not been treated since 
its publication by Winckler in Sammlung II, p. 4; 


FRX} 
Lee =H 
eu 24 
if =f haze 
Mk allem yg 7 


bw..d4Ldtits 
TH Cul pl ee bits 
‘Game Le 


oe at 


4b ot ttalisacsciss if de® h? 
(fecal sh Eh edo AHF 
ee # eo ae 
ser 0 tp ne tht 4 
+ Mame so 


tat 





K. 4471 [By courtesy of The Trustees of the British 
Museum] 
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we present here transliteration and translation, as 
checked by a new photograph: 


3 


8. 


12. 


Due to extraordinary circumstances in the first part of this 


[...Sané BAL.JMES-si GIS.PA GIS.GU. 
"ZA (LUGAL-ti-su x x] KUL UR xf{....] 


= 


.] x-rt 


a-na 


.} GU ID mar-ra-ti [x x x x] la i-sa- 


i-di-Si = vi-tler-Su| it-tak- 


| "x gi-mir LU Kal-di lim-ni x{... .] 


...-) X u-rap-pi-"is" 


..-hal-sa-\"ni'-Su vi-dan-nin mar-si-is v-Sa- 


. lim-ni|-7s i-be-lu-ma_ be-lut KUR w TUN. 


MES 


ra 


.| gir-ri Sup-Su-qga-ma ni (orir)-| 
.|-t2 AMES tr-tu-Su a-x | 


.| Su-pu-uk KUR-i dan-ni | 


.| x ERIM.HLA x | 


[... to change his dynas]ty, his scepter, and 


the throne of [his kingdom 


i 


that they had no [....] 


| 


.| at the shore of the “Bitter River” .... 


[....] he brought at his side some people who 
trusted [... . ] 
[....] their [....] is wrapped’‘in death and 


their breast is.... 


[....] the whole of the wicked Chaldaeans 


| widened [his realm. 


difficult the.... 
[....this wicked one, who] 
just|ly [for 12 years] and [had exerted] the 
lordship of the land and its people [..... 


| the roads are difficult and [the 


entrances inaccessible . . .] 


uncorrected. 


PAGE 


3lb, fn. 80, 1. 9 
36b, fn. 130, 1. 2f 


39a, 


1. 13 


40a, footnote indicator 


40a, 
40a, 
40a, 
40a, 
40a, 
40a, 


“ 


“ 


instead of 
the girru 


reigned [un- 


the 


read 
first girru 


pt. IV, below pt. 2, below 
|KUR Akkadi| delete 


159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
166 


160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 
167 


_ | oer | he fixed its [foundation in the depth 
of] the water... .[........ | 
| a ee like] a heavy mountain-massif [.... 
| 
i. Sar | the soldiers [of ASSur...... ] 
Remarks 


Line 1: Cf. Annals 267 (Lie, 42) 

Line 2: Cf. Annals 263 (7bid.) 

Line 4: Cf. Sa kima api edliti hitlupu isusin, 
“whose trees were intertwined like inaccessible 
reed thickets’ (CAD VI 36, s.v. hitlupu), 
Thureau-Dangin, Huitiéme Campagne, |. 266. 

Line 7: Cf. Annals 273-274 (Lie). 

Line 8: Cf. Annals 267 (Lie). 

Line 9: Cf. Nimrud Prism VI 38, VII 50 (Gadd, 
op. cit., pp. 186, 192). 

Line 11: Cf. kima Sipik Sadi zagri aspuk, “I 
heaped it up like a massif of steep mountains”’, 
Nimrud Inscription, 16 (Winckler I, 170). 





| pT pacer HAT 
Bie eT aMA SA) 
Boo ky pT bhp Ye f 
ol SMe Te geey por oT ee TOE 
Ly fey pTTl ZU ty pele opel | 
Tt rl Clef ET}? 4A en WEL EK -” 
| CLF pee pr fol PY opel or be IG *s 
ia : : i : 
Ey Be ET RAT OR 
| = Ar , , - b 1) = ek a 
| Thay <b Mi 44 Aer” GEE 














a IS = 64 ten ‘ss 





A. 16947 


article, a number of disturbing mistakes have remained 


PAGE instead of read 
40a, footnote indicator 167 168 
10a, i ~ 168 170 
40a, sie . 169 to be inserted after 
II Chr. 13:19 
40b, - “ 169 171 
10b, ™ - 170 172 
40b, ee - 171 173 
10b, ™ ¥ig 172 174 
10b, - « 173 175 
10b, big sg 174 176 


40b, m - 175 and 176 delete 








CHRONOLOGY. EINE ERWIDERUNG 


I. CORNELIUS 


Greifenberg/Ammersee, Germany 


Herr Professor Goetze hat mir freundlich die 
Gelegenheit gegeben auf seine Darstellung der 
Chronologie! eine kurze Erwiderung zu bringen. 
Es handelt sich um die Frage, ob die ‘kurze”’ 
1728-1686 
regiert hat, richtig ist, oder ein Ansatz um 64 
Jahre friiher. 


Chronologie, nach der Hammurabi 


Letzterer ist zwar auch noch viel 
geringer, als man vor zwanzig Jahren annahm, 
aber doch als eine etwas “‘laingere Chronologie”’ zu 
bezeichnen. 

Die kurze Chronologie stiitzt sich erstens auf 
zwei astronomische Daten: die Venusdaten des 
Ammisadugga, die stark umstritten sind, und die 
allgemein anerkannte Sothis-Datierung der 12. 
Sie stiitzt sich ferner auf 
zwei K®onigslisten: die von Chorsabad, nach der 
Samsiadad I. ungefihr 1750-1718 regiert hat, 
und die des Berossos, nach der die Dynastie von 
Ur III 1960 durch die 
abgelést wurde. 


Dynastie von Agypten. 


semitischen Dynastien 
Die langere Chronologie stiitzt 
sich auf Generationen-Schatzungen im Hethiter- 
reich!*, in Alalakh?, auf Skepsis gegen die Zuver- 
lissigkeit der Liste von Chorsabad’, auf eine 
andere Ausdeutung eines Teiles der Venusdaten* 


und auf die Abstandsangabe des Ellilnadinbal.® 


Mit den Venus-Daten steht es so: ein Teil 
derselben ist falsch iiberliefert. Aber das lasst 
sich aus inneren Griinden erkennen, und der 
Astronom Van der Waerden® und ich’ haben 


unabhingig von einander, aber vollstandig iiber- 
einstimmend Merkmalen die ver- 
derbten Daten ausgeschieden. Von den itibrigen 


nach diesen 


1. Zuletzt Goetze a.a.O. JCS XIS. 

2. Goetze BASOR 146 1957 8S. 20ff. 

3. Landsberger JCS VIII 31ff. 

4. Ungnad AfO XIII 1940 S. 145f. 

5. Hildegard Lewy in Mélanges Isidore Lévy (Briissel 
1955 S. 287ff.). Dieser Aufsatz postuliert jedoch, dass 
die ersten vier Kénige von Isin II mit den letzten K6- 
nigen der Kassiten Dynastie gleichzeitig seien. 
durch den Synchronismus von Nebukadnezar I mit 
ASSurreSisi zu widerlegen. Ausserdem ist doch prinzi- 
piell die Summenzahl der dritten Dynastie der Kénigs- 
liste A nicht besser beglaubigt, als die notorisch falschen 


53ff. 


Das ist 


Zahlen, die dieselbe Liste fiir die erste und die zweite 
Dynastie gibt. 

6. Ex oriente lux Jaarbericht III (1946) 8. 414. 

7. Z. Ass. NF. 14 (1944 in Druck gegeben) S. 146ff. 
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Daten kehren die meisten alle 64 Jahre gleich- 
missig wieder: diese stimmen sowohl mit der 
kurzen wie mit der lingeren Chronologie tiberein. 
Unterschiede ergeben sich nur bei den Beobach- 
tungen im April (und im November, wo aber die 
Uberlieferung uns im Stich lisst). Und diese 
Beobachtungen im April sind nur mit der kurzen, 
aber nicht mit der langeren Chronologie verein- 
bar.8 

Das andere astronomische Datum beweist, dass 
die Agyptischen Herrscher der 12. Dynastie um 
1800 in Ugarit geherrscht haben. Das ist nach 
der lingeren Chronologie die Epoche des Samsi- 
adad I. und der Mari-Tafeln. Aber kein Anzeichen 
diesen Tafeln deutet auf solche Nahe der 
Agypter’, und Samsiadad I., der bis ans Mittel- 
meer gedrungen ist, hatte uns sicher hinterlassen, 
dass er dabei die Agypter besiegt habe, — wenn 
diese zu seiner Zeit noch dort gewesen wiren. 


in 


Die Liste des Berossos wird von den Anhangern 
An der 

Landsberger Fehler 
etliche Kénige nach 
Ismedagan I. dem Sohn des Samsiadad I. Aber 
diese Fehler werden kompensiert dadurch, dass 
die Zahl der Jahre fiir Ismedagan I. (40, in der 
Dublette 50) nachweislich viel zu hoch ist. 


der Chronologie ignoriert!’. 
Chorsabad hat 


nachgewiesen: 


langeren 
Liste von 


fehlen 


es 


Denn 
in Esnunna gibt es ein Jahres-Datum “als der 
K6nig von Assyrien starb”. Das war héchstens 


8. Vgl. AfO XVILS. 294ff. Méglich wire dagegen eine 
Verschiebung um acht Jahre (also Hammurabi 1736ff., 
Muriili8’ Zug gegen Babel 1539: diese Alternative kann 
astronomisch nicht entschieden werden. Die Missach- 
tung, mit der viele Orientalisten die Venus-Daten 
behandeln, ist absolut nicht am Platze. Sie sind nur in 
Misskredit gekommen, weil man in Jahrhunderten nach 
der astronomischen Entsprechung gesucht hat, in denen 
sie nicht zu finden war. 

9. Vielmehr hat Albright einen Synchronismus zwi- 
schen Mari und einem Herrscher aus der Mitte der 13. 
Dynastie aufgezeigt (BASOR 99, S. 9ff.). 

10. Begreiflicherweise, denn welcher Keilschrift- 
forscher kommt dazu die Chronik des Eusebios oder 
gar des Synkellos nachzuschlagen. Auch die hochver- 
dienstliche Fragmenten-Sammlung von Schnabel ‘‘Be- 
rossos und die babylonisch-hellenistische Literatur’ 
1923 wird den meisten Orientalisten unbekannt geblieben 
sein. 
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zwanzig Jahre nach dem Tod Samsiadads I., denn 
dann wurde Esnunna zerstért. Der Ausfall der 
von Landsberger vermissten K6nige erklart sich 
leicht, wenn die Limu-Liste, aus der die Liste von 
Chorsabad abgekiirzt ist!' an dieser Stelle be- 
schidigt war, so dass sie nur die Zahl der Jahre, 
aber nicht die einzelnen Regierungen erkennen 
liess. Der summierende Schreiber hat einfach die 
ranze Jahresreihe dem Ismedagan I. ° zuge- 
schrieben. Eine chronologische Unzuverlassig- 
keit der Liste folgt also aus den Beobachtungen 
von Landsberger nicht. Die einzige Schwierig- 
keit fiir die kurze Chronologie war der Synchro- 
nismus zwischen Irisum I. und dem ersten K6nige 
der Amurru-Dynastie Sumuabu. Denn der Ab- 
stand von Sumuabu bis Hammurabi ist nach den 
babylonischen Listen 103 Jahre, von IriSum bis 
zum Tode des Samsiadad I. aber nach Salmanas- 
sar I. 159 Jahre. Und Samsiadad I. hat um das 
11. Jahr des Hammurabi geendet. Aber diese 
Schwierigkeit hat Hildegard Lewy in ihrem Vor- 
trag auf dem Miinchener Orientalistentag 1957 
in glinzender Weise beseitigt: sie hat gezeigt, dass 
der zweite K6énig der Amurru-Dynastie nicht un- 
mittelbar auf den ersten gefolgt ist. Sumuabu 
muss ungefaihr ein halbes Jahrhundert friiher 
geherrscht haben, als bei einer direkten K6nigs- 
folge anzusetzen war. Ich freue mich, dadurch 
der Behelfsdeutung, die ich fiir diese Verhialtnisse 
gegeben hatte, iiberhoben zu sein. Irisum I. ist 
danach 1877 zur Regierung gekommen, genau 
590 Jahre vor dem Regierungsantritt des Salma- 
nassar I, den ich auf Grund von Berossos errechnet 
hatte. Die Abstandsangabe des Salmanassar I." 
wird dadurch eine weitere Stiitze der kurzen 
Chronologie. 

Die hethitische Chronologie, das wird mir jeder 
zugeben, ist so ungeniigend iiberliefert, dass wir 
zu ihrer Rekonstruktion vor allem auf die meso- 
potamischen Daten angewiesen sind. Aber nach 
diesen fallt nach der kurzen Chronologie der Zug 
des Mursilis I. gegen Babel 1531. Das _ hilt 
Goetze fiir unméglich, weil er nach Generationen 


11. Landsberger a.a.O. hat das angezweifelt. Der 
Beweis dafiir ist, dass Tukulti-Ninurta II. in der Liste 
von Chorsabad ein Jahr zu viel hat, weil unter seiner 
Regierung ein Jahr infolge von Todesfall zwei limu 
bekommen hat. 

12. 580 Jahre von IriSum bis zum Brand des Assur- 
tempels unter Salmanassars Vorgiinger. Bei Assar- 
haddon ist tatsichlich, wie Landsberger a.a.O. wohl 
zuerst gesehen hat, eine Sechzig bei der Summierung 
ausgefallen. 


rechnend einen grésseren Abstand zwischen Mur- 
SiliS I. und Suppiluliumas I. fiir unbedingt er- 
forderlich halt. Ich habe dagegen nur einzuwen- 
den, dass die genealogischen Verhiltnisse, die er 
unterstellt, nirgends tiberliefert sind. 

Goetze macht (mit Forrer) den Hantilis I. zum 
Schwager des MurSilis I. Uhberliefert ist: er hatte 
die Frau des MursiliS zur Frau. Forrer hielt das 
fiir unméglich, und dnderte den Text. Zugege- 
ben, die Anderung ist graphisch minimal, aber sie 
ist eine Anderung, und zwar eine Verballhornung. 
Dass ein Mann der Schwager des K6nigs ist, ist 
kein Anlass fiir ihn den K6nig zu ermorden, 
Wenn er aber in der Abwesenheit des Kénigs 
dessen rau geheiratet hat (wie Aigisthos in der 
Sage, und wie Silus die Messalina in gut beglau- 
bigter Geschichte"), so war damit die Notwendig- 
keit der blutigen Auseinandersetzung gegeben. 
Wir diirfen da nicht an moderne Eheschlusszere- 
monien denken. Das Recht der Usus-Ehe, wie es 
bei den Indern, Rémern und Germanen gegolten 
hat, wird auch bei den Hethitern bestanden 
haben. 

Goetze meint, es sei nirgends bezeugt, dass 
Mursilis I. sofort nach seiner Riickkehr ermordet 
worden sei. Aber wie ich schon friiher ausge- 
fiihrt habe, die Gétterbilder des Marduk und der 
Sarpanit, die MursiliS nach dem Hatti-Land ab- 
transportieren liess, sind nicht bis dorthin gekom- 
men, sondern in Hani am Euphrat  stehen 
geblieben. Das liasst doch kaum eine andere Deu- 
tung zu, als dass schon wihrend des Transportes 
die hethitische Herrschaft tiber Mesopotamien 
zusammengebrochen ist. Dass das Attentat so- 
fort stattfinden musste, wenn man den Ehezwist 
so annimmt, wie der Text ihn iiberliefert, wird 
man mir wohl zugeben. Also zwei von einander 
unabhingige Indizien fiir einen sofortigen Aus- 
bruch des Zwistes. 

Aber fiir die Generationen-Rechnung bedeutet 
dies ja nichts, denn wir sind einig dariiber, dass 
Hantilis der gleichen Generation, wie MursSilis 
angehért hat, und ziemlich lang regiert hat. Da 
MursiliS doch schon allerlei Taten verrichtet 
hatte, und die Generationen in den orientalischen 
Herrscherhausern 20-25 Jahre von einander Ab- 
stand zu haben pflegen'®, so ergibt das fiir Han- 

13. Tacitus Ann. XI 26ff. 

14. Wer mit einer Frau ein Jahr lang zusammengelebt 
hat, der war nach rémischem Rechte auch ohne weitere 
Form mit ihr verheiratet. Bei den Germanen war die 
Frist drei Winter. 

15. So von Sargon II. bis Assurbanipal. Die letzten 
12 Generationen der Liste von Chorsabad ergeben einen 
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tiliS ungefahr 15 Jahre. Es folgt Zidanzas, der 
Helfer des HantiliS beim Morde des MurSilis war. 
Er war Schwiegersohn des Hantili8, also (da die 
Frau im Orient wesentlich jiinger zu sein pflegt 
als der Mann) eine halbe Generation spiter als 
diese beiden. Goetze ist mit mir einig, dass die 
Regierung des ZidanzaS sehr kurz war. Sein 
“Aber die 
Gotter straften durch schlechte Ernten’”. Die 
lingste Periode schlechter Ernten, die in Sage 


eigener Sohn Ammuna& erschlug ihn. 


oder Geschichte bezeugt ist, sind die sieben 
“mageren Kiihe” in Agypten in der Bibel. Teli- 
pinus, der uns tiber Ammuna&s berichtet, miisste 


” 


sich ganz anders ausgedriickt haben, wenn Am- 
munas nach einer langen Reihe von gliicklichen 
Jahren ein paar Missernten erlebt hatte. Son- 
dern Telipinus will die ganze Regierung des 
Ammuna§ als Ungliickszeit kennzeichnen, und sie 
muss als solche den H6rern seines Berichtes noch 
Also kann die Re- 


gierung des Ammunas schwerlich mehr als sieben 


in Gedichtnis gewesen sein. 


Jahre umfasst haben. 

Aber wieder ist das fiir die Generationenrech- 
nung ganz gleichgiiltig. Denn ob sein Nachfolger 
HuzzijaS und dessen Schwager Telipinus Schwie- 
gersOhne des Ammunas waren, wie Goetze unter- 
Fir Telipinus 
halte ich es fiir ausgeschlossen: wenn sein Recht 


stellt, das ist nicht itiberliefert. 


auf den Thron auf Verwandtschaft mit Ammunas 
beruht hitte, so wiirde er sich gehiitet haben, 
diesen als den Gé6ttern verhasst darzustellen, 
sondern hitte tiber seine l'revel den Schleier des 
Vergessens gebreitet. Es ist somit unwahr- 
scheinlich, dass Ammunas Kinder gehabt hat: 
der Schluss iiber Telipinus zieht einen gleichen 
fiir die Genealogie des HuzzijaS nach sich. Und 
folglich wird hier die Generationenrechnung giénz- 
lich unzuverlissig. Wir wissen einfach nicht, ob 
die Frau des TelipinuS die Tochter oder die 
Urenkelin des Mursili§ I. oder wie sonst mit ihm 
verwandt war.'® Wir wissen nicht, ob der Han- 


Durchschnitt von 22'4 Jahren, die vier Vorfahren von 
Hammurabi durchschnittlich 22 Jahre. Der einzige mir 
bekannte Ausnahmefall, wo sich ein viel h6herer Durch- 
schnitt errechnet, ist die Kénigsfolge von Hammurabi 
bis Samsuditana. Eine Warnung davor, zu fest auf 
soleche Durchschnittsrechnungen zu bauen! 

16. Wenn ich recht habe, dass derjenige Hantilis, den 
HuzzijaS téten liess, derselbe ist wie der Mérder des 
MurSiliS, so wire HuzzijaS dann der berufene Blutricher 
gewesen, wenn er die Tochter des MurSiliS zur Frau 
hatte. Das scheint mir fiir diese Vermutung zu spre- 
chen. Aber ich méchte die Chronologie nicht auf 
vermutungen begriinden. 


tilis, den HuzzijaS ermorden liess, der Mérder des 
MursiliS war (obwohl mir das der Text, der die 
Strafe der Gétter bei Ammunas und bei Hantilis 
hervorhebt, nahezulegen scheint) oder ein anderer 
des gleichen Namens, wie Goetze annimmt. Wir 
wissen lediglich, dass TelipinuS einer Zeit von 
Mord und Terror ein Ende gesetzt hat. Und 
seine gesetzliche Massnahme, die auch die K6énige 
unter Gericht stellt, ist versténdlicher, wenn alle 
die Mordtaten in relativ kurzer Zeit hinter ein- 
ander gefolgt sind, als wenn Generationen-Ab- 
stiinde dazwischen lagen, wie bei den russischen 
Zaren des 18. Jahrhunderts. 

Noch unsicherer wird die Generationenrechnung 
nach Telipinus. Sie beruht lediglich auf der 
Hypothese von Forrer, dass die Kénige in den 
Opferlisten in chronologischer Reihenfolge ver- 
zeichnet seien. Auf Grund dieser Annahme hat 
lorrer einen HantiliS II, einen Zidantas IT. und 
einen HuzzijaS II. nach Telipinus eingereiht, von 
denen sonst nicht die geringste Spur in der 
Geschichte — ist!’. Goetze iibernimmt diese 
K6nige, ich halte ihre Existenz fiir sehr unwahr- 
scheinlich. Denn wenn nicht Telipinu’ die 
Greuel seiner Vorginger einfach erdichtet hat, so 
ist es nicht wahrscheinlich, dass seine Nachfolger 
sich gerade die blutbefleckten drei Namen ausge- 
sucht hitten. Hethitische K6nige fAndern (min- 
destens in spiiterer Zeit!’) bei der Thronbesteigung 
ihre Namen. Sollten sie sie schon bei Geburt 
empfangen haben, so wire es ebenso unwahr- 
scheinlich, dass Prinzen, die unter Telipinus oder 
spiiter geboren wiren, diese Namen empfangen 


17. Denn ob der Vertrag mit Palija von Kizzuwadna 
dem Zidantas’ I. zugehért, wie Otten JCS 5S. 129f fiir 
wahrscheinlich hilt, oder dem zweiten des Namens, wie 
Landsberger a.a.O. 8. 49 ansetzt, das kénnen wir erst 
dann entscheiden, wenn die Chronologie feststeht. 
Im iibrigen begreife ich nicht, wie man behaupten kann, 
dass die hethitischen Opferlisten chronologisch ange- 
ordnet seien. Wenn die eine Liste von HuzzijaS zu 
Arnuwandas und ASmunikal und dann zu den Frauen 
des Suppiluliumas I. weiterschreitet, so lisst sie damit 
die sicher zwischen diesen regierenden Tuthalias II., 
Hattusilis II. und TuthaliaS III. aus. Es ist aber 
undenkbar, dass gerade die direkten Vorfahren der 
spiiteren Kénige nicht mit Opfern bedacht worden 
seien. Also miissen diese Namen an anderer Stelle der 
Opferliste gestanden haben, und folglich kann die Liste 
nicht im strengen Sinn chronologisch geordnet gewesen 
sein. Viel niher liegt, dass sie die riumliche Anordnung 
der Opfertische zugrunde legt. 

18. Sicher nachweisbar bei Urhi-TeSub, der nach 
seinen Siegelabdriicken sich MurSiliS genannt hat. 
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hatten, die er verfehmt hatte. Also wenn diese 
Herrscher itiberhaupt existiert haben, so kénnen 
sie zusammen nur die Generation reprisentieren, 
die vor der Thronbesteigung des Telipinus ge- 
boren war. Sie kénnen alle zusammen héchstens 
ephemer gewesen sein —— wozu es in den K®6nigs- 
listen des Orients ja Analogien genug gibt. Somit 
gibt die hethitische K6nigsliste keinen Anhalt 
zwischen Telipinus und TuthalijaS II einen Ab- 
stand von mehr als héchstens zwanzig Jahren zu 
fordern, und damit keinen Einwand gegen die 
kurze Chronologie. 

Fiir Alalakh stellt Goetze selbst einen Stamm- 
baum zusammen, der von Yarimlim, Sohn des 
Hammurabi, bis zum Untergang von Alalakh VII 
um 1640! drei Generationen ergibt (oder vielmehr 
zwei einhalb, da im Laufe der letzten die Katas- 
trophe hereinbricht). Danach allein zu urteilen 
wiirde man den Beginn von Yarimlim auf kurz 
nach 1700 setzen. Die vorhergehende Genera- 
tion in Halab ist mit den Mari-Tafeln gleichzeitig: 
das wiirde fiir diese eine Zeit von 1730-1700 
ergeben, genau wie bei der kurzen Chronologie.”° 
Nun sucht aber Goetze zu beweisen, dass die 
ersten zwei Generationen von Alalakh fiinf Ge- 
nerationen in Halab entsprechen, und also weit 
linger sein miissten als gew6hnliche Generationen. 
Und er setzt dann diese fiinf Generationen den 
fiir orientalische Verhaltnisse schon tiberlangen 
Generationen der Amurru nach Hammurabi 
gleich. Das ergiibe dann fiir Alalakh drei Ge- 
nerationen mit je fiinfzig bis sechzig Jahren. Mir 
scheint schon damit klar zu liegen, dass hier 
etwas nicht stimmen kann. 

Ich habe nur die Gegenfrage zu stellen: woher 
kénnen wir wissen, dass Niqmepuh, Sohn des 
Yarim-Lim, der Enkel des Abbaél ist? Er kénnte 

19. Auf diesen Ansatz kommt Albright BASOR 144 §. 
26ff. auf Grund der Ahnlichkeit der Funde mit solchen 
aus Palistina und Agypten, die durch Skarabien, nam- 
entlich eines Hyksos-K®6nigs, auf 1650-1550 datiert sind. 
Es ist dies also der friiheste mégliche Ansatz fiir die 
Katastrophe. 

20. S. Smith in Scritti in Onore di Giuseppe Furlani 
1957 S. 155ff. méchte fiir die Dauer des Archivs von 
Alalakh VII héchstens 30 Jahre zugestehen, weil der- 
selbe Mann von den ersten bis zu den letzten Urkunden 
dieselbe Stellung eingenommen habe. Aber da kann 
allerdings eine Namensgleichheit irrefiihren. Gegen 
die Gleichzeitigkeit mit Mari, die Smith unterstellt, 
spricht, dass Frau Moortgat an den Siegeln Merkmale 
des ‘‘2. syrischen Stils’’ feststellt, dessen zeitlich jiingere 
Stellung sie sich daher auf Grund der von ihr unterstell- 
ten Gleichzeitigkeit mit Mari zu leugnen gendtigt sieht 
(ZA, 1955 S. 88ff.). 


doch ebensogut sein Onkel, vielleicht auch sein 
Neffe sein.2!. In ersterem Falle schrumpfen die 
fiinf Generationen von Yamhad auf drei zusam- 
men, ganz entsprechend denen von Alalakh, 
andernfalls auf vier bezw. dreieinhalb, die dann 
kurzer als in Alalakh, also keinesfalls ungew6éhn- 
lich lang angesetzt werden diirften. Kurz, wir 
wissen nicht, wie die Verwandtschaftsverhaltnisse 
waren, und deswegen hat alles Rechnen mit 
Generationen nur den Wert von Vermutungen. 
Noch fragwiirdiger sind die Parallelen der Kénige 
von Halab mit gleichnamigen in den hethitischen 
Urkunden. Wie Goetze selbst hervorhebt, sind 
es immer wiederkehrende Namen. Wer kann bei 
solchen eine Identifizierung vornehmen? (Wer 
kann angeben, in welchem Jahrhundert Ké6nig 
Heinrich von England gelebt hat, wenn nicht 
anzugeben ist, der wievielte Heinrich es ist?)” 

Die kurze Chronologie beruht auf astrono- 
mischen Daten und mit Jahreszahlen versehenen 
K6nigslisten, die langere Chronologie beruht auf 
unsicheren Generationsschitzungen in ebenso un- 
sicheren Chronologien. Welche ist da methodisch 
vorzuziehen? 


2i. Nach Goetze BASOR a.a.O., dem darin auch 
Albright zustimmt, heisst sowohl der Bruder als auch 
der Sohn des Abbael von Aleppo Yarimlim. Die Regel, 
dass der gleiche Name erst wieder in der Generation der 
Enkel gegeben werden darf, stimmt also um diese Zeit 
nicht mehr. Die Umgestaltung der iiberlieferten Gene- 
alogie der assyrischen K6énige nach AdaS&i, die Lands 
berger a.a.O. auf Grund dieser Regel vorgenommen hat, 
wird damit hinfillig — es sei denn, dass Abba-el seinen 
Bruder adoptiert hat: womit sich allerdings die Genera- 
tionen in Aleppo um eine vermindern wiirden. 

22. ZukraSi, der UGULA.UKUS des letzten Kénigs 
von Halab vor 1640 (Goetzes Stammbaum als richtig 
unterstellt; nach Albright BASOR 146 S. 26 ist es der 
vorletzte Kénig), wird von einem Hethiterkénig KBo 
VII 14 tiberwunden und getétet. Schon Otten (MDOG 
86 S. 61) hat betont, dass dies Ereignis vor Labarna I, 
fallen muss, weil der Hethiter nicht Grosskénig heisst. 
Daraus ergibt sich dann notwendig, dass der Untergang 
von Alalakh VII um 1640 nicht durch MurSili§S I. verur- 
sacht sein kann. Er wird vielmehr dem grossen von 
Schaeffer, Stratigraphie comparée, festgestellten Erd- 
beben um diese Zeit zuzuschreiben sein. — Die von 
Landsberger a.a.O. S. 48 dem ‘‘dunklen Zeitalter’’ 
zugeschriebenen Ereignisse ordnen sich bei der kurzen 
Chronologie sehr leicht ein, wenn man den Schliissel 
dafiir beniitzt, den Genesis 14 darbietet. Dariiber hoffe 
ich an anderer Stelle zu handeln. — Man kénnte noch 
einwenden: die Sprachentwicklung zwischen Telipinus 
und Suppiluliumas I. bediirfe eines liingeren Zeitraums. 
Sie ist aber bestimmt nicht stiirker, als die Umwandlung 
der deutschen Sprache von Friedrich Wilhelm I. bis zu 
den Befreiungskriegen. 
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Among the innumerable texts which have come 
down to us from the time of the Third Dynasty 
of Ur, the group of texts known as di til-la is, 
albeit small, of the utmost importance not only to 
cuneiformists but to the general student of civili- 
zation as well, since it constitutes our best 
to say our only 


not 
source of information on Su- 
merian law and law practice. Though most of 
the material has been known since before the 
first World War, this source has remained prac- 
tically unexploited for want of the comprehensive 
study which alone would have enabled scholars 
outside (and the small circle of 
assyriologists to appraise it correctly. This, how- 
ever, is no longer the case, thanks to A. Falken- 
stein who, with the book under review, has at last 


even inside) 


produced the tool we were so badly in need of. 

Die neusumerischen Gerichtsurkunden (NG) is 
conveniently divided into three volumes which 
contain respectively a general introduction and 
systematic study of the material, the corpus of the 
texts, and indices. We shall examine them in 
turn. 

Vol. I: Erster 
tische Darstellung. 


Teil 

After a brief survey of the 
texts as to type,! provenience,? and date,’ the 
author proceeds with an analysis of the char- 
features of the texts. Most of the 
chapter is devoted.to the key-term di fil-la, the 
best equivalent of which seems to be “concluded 
case” (abgeschlossene Rechtssache). 


Kinleitung und systema- 


acteristic 


Its antonym, 


1. di til-la proper, related legal texts, archive tags. 

2. All the di til-la’s (and tags) are from Tello save 
three which are from Umma, whence come also most of 
the other texts, while one is from Dréhem, one from Nip- 
pur, two from Ur, and two from Tello. I fail to under- 
stand the author’s distinction (p. 3 line 2) between Tello 
and Girsu. 

3. Sulgir 32 to Ibbi-Sin 14. 
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di nu-til-la, may serve as a label for those texts 
which deal with cases not yet brought to their 
final conclusion, although the term is not actually 


used. There follow three chapters dealing with 
the judiciary organization and the various 


jurisdictions (p. 18-58), the procedure (p. 59-80), 
and the law (p. 81-145). At the end of the 
volume, a Zusammenfassung sums up the results 
of the study. 

In spite of the relative paucity of the documents 
and their uneven geographical distribution, the 
picture they yield of Sumerian law and judicial 
system is quite impressive. The fact that the 
administration of justice was primarily a royal 
prerogative which the king could—and did— 
delegate to other benches (the ens?’s, for instance), 
the importance of the oath, the apparently well- 
established principle of the res judicata—to name 
but a few of its main features—show a highly 
organized system, well in keeping with what we 
know of the other 
Akkadian civilization. 

In Vol. II: Zweiter Teil—Umschrift, Uber- 
selzung und Kommentar, A. Falkenstein gives us 
the transliteration and translation of, and brief 
commentary on, 225 texts, five of which were 
hitherto unpublished (17, 33, 75, 138, 152). They 
fall under the following categories: 

I. Authentification of deeds in court (1-13); 


achievements of Sumero- 


II. Cases pertaining to family law (14-29); 
III. Contestation of slave status (30-42); 
IV. Contestation of contracts (43-62); 


V. Vindication (63-115); 


VI. Distress (116-119); 
VII. Varia (120a-147); 
VIII. Uncelassifiable (148-165) ; 
IX. Tablets recording more than one case 
(166-215); and 
X. Archive tags (216-224). 


Most of the texts have been collated, with the 
result that in many cases obscurities due to mis- 
readings or carelessness of previous editors have 
been removed. The transliteration and transla- 
tion of each text is followed not only by philo- 
logical and/or factual notes, but also by a sum- 
mary of its contents emphasizing its legal implica- 
tions. Since, because of the peculiar wording of 
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the texts, they are not always readily apparent, 
these summaries are very helpful. 

Vol. III: Dritter Teil—Nachtrdége und Berich- 
ligungen, Indizes und Kopien, opens with six 
pages of additions and corrections. Ten indices 
follow: lists of texts (NG numbers, original- 
publication or museum numbers), commented 
passages, realia, personal, divine, and geographic 
names, Sumerian and Akkadian words. The 
index of Sumerian words, much more than a mere 
index, is an 87-page glossary of Ur-III Sumerian, 
the practical value of which is unquestionable.‘ 
However, one may wonder whether the exclusion 
of proper names, customary though it is, is method- 
ologically justified. Iam inclined to think that 
it is not and that I. J. Gelb’s example (in MAD 
III) should be followed. The main value of a list 
of personal names is its contribution to prosopog- 
raphy. Since, owing to the very nature of our 
texts, prosopography is here but secondary, and 
since, moreover, all the names which would have 
a bearing on it are already listed elsewhere,° it 
might have been more profitable to incorporate the 
proper names into the glossary. 

The volume ends with 21 plates containing 
copies of passages from published texts emended 
or completed through collation of the originals, 
and copies of the unpublished texts (except for 
138). 

Falkenstein’s book is an invaluable contribution 
both to Sumerian philology and to the study of 
Sumero-Akkadian law. Although jurists as well 
as philologists might disagree with the author on 
specific points, Die mneusumerischen CGerichts- 
urkunden will no doubt remain standard for 
many years to come. 

To conclude with something more constructive 
than an alternative reading of a personal name or 
an “improved” translation of a word or phrase, 
may I publish here a short legal text in which a 
man pledges himself not to sue his debtor. The 
tablet, which is preserved at the Musée d’art et 
d’histoire at Geneva, Switzerland,® is dated to the 


4. Our only reliable glossary of Ur-III Sumerian was, 
until now, A. L. Oppenheim’s succinct ‘‘Index of [Sumer 
ian] words and phrases,’’ AOS 32 p. 225-260. Th. Jacob 


sen’s Vocabulary” 


in his Cuneiform Texts in Co 
penhagen, p. 55-82 is less inclusive. 
5. In Vol. I, p. 3-4 (kings) , 5-7 (ensi’s) , 21-23 and 34-45 
(judges), 48-52 (ma&kim’s), 55-57 (official witnesses). 
6. MAH 16455. Size: 51 x 44 x 19 mm.; colour: rich 
brown with some blackish spots due to uneven (acciden- 


MAH 16455 


Eee MR ae 
FE tt 
BESET me Er 
ER 
Re ee 
EE AD 
TARRY T, 


Bla pian 
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KORE EY, 

| mete Teed 

Prien & 

UE 4G 


third year of King Ibbi-Sin. 















































Its provenience is 
uncertain because the month-name occurs in at 
least three calendars: Ur/Puzri8-Dagan, Umma, 
and Lagas. Since, however, the PN in line 3 is 
rather rare and, as far as I know, appears only in 
tablets from Tello,’ Lagas (lato sensu) would be a 
good guess. 
Obv. 1) 2325 Se gur 

2) kt na-ni-ta 

3) aga-sag-kes(da)-e 

4) Su-ba-ti 
tal?) burning. Looks like the inner tablet of a case- 
tablet. 

7. See NG III p. 37 s.v. 








SOLLBERGER: REVIEW OF F'ALKENSTEIN, NG 107 


rigu-rigu-dam 


~ 


~- 


di nu-ub-bé 
inim nu-ub-bé-a 
sukal-maha-ra nu-u-na-bé-a 
Rev. 9) tukum-bi 

10) di bi-in-duy, 

11) nir-da i-me-a 


bo 


mu-lugala-bé in-pa 

13) att ezen 4Sul-gi 

14) mu “7-bi-4sin lugal urt*'-ma-gé 

15) [sz]-mu-ru-um** mu-hul 

‘“AgasagkeS(da) has received 2325 gur of barley 

from Nani; it is to be returned. That he will not 
engage in a lawsuit, (nor) utter a complaint, 
(nor) turn to the sukal-maha, (and that) if he en- 
gaged in a lawsuit it would be a felony, he (Nani) 


Bs 


swore its royal oath. Month of the festival of 


Sulgir, year in which Ibbi-Sin, the king of Ur, 


‘destroyed’ Simurrum.”’ 


Line 5.—The pronunciation of the reduplicated 
verb [rugu] could be [rurgu]. 

Lines 6 and 10.—The variation di... e/duy, 
is probably to be explained by the nature of the 
verb, e being mari, or ‘durative’ (7.e., ‘present- 
future’), and dui, being hamtu, or ‘punctive’ 
(7.e., ‘preterite’). See now Th. Jacobsen’s Intro- 
duction to MSL IV.—It will be noted that 
tukumbi is construed with the ‘preterite,’ ag is its 
Akkadian counterpart Summa. 

Line 7.—The text seems to point to a dif- 
ference between inim . . . e, ‘to utter a complaint,’ 


and the more frequent inim...ga(r), ‘to lodge 
a complaint.’ 
Line 11.—mnir-da or ner-da = Sértum (NG III 


p. 149, s.v.) should probably be distinguished 
from nerda < nertum (Th. Bauer, JNES 16 
[1957] p. 259). 
Musée d’art et @histoire, EpMOND SOLLBERGER 
Geneva, Switzerland. 











